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Der Pietismus. 


Il. Die Wiurgzeln des Pietisniw3. 

Den erften AnjtoR gu der Vetwegung, die man den Pietismus nennt, 
hat Spener gegeben, alS er 1670 feine Collegia Pietatis in ¥ranffurt 
einridtete. Wenn Leube in ,,Religion in Gefchidte und Gegenwart” 
fagt: ,Der Pietismus ijt die Gegenbetwequng gegen das orthodore 
Rirchenfyjtem de3 17. Jahrhunderts, die durch die Sdee bon der Kirche 
al8 einer religid3-fittliden Gemeinfdaft die BSefenntnisfircde der Theo- 
logen und die Saframent3firde der Priefter gu iiberwinden fjuchte”, fo 
hort fic) das an, al3 ob Spener und andere, ettva wie gubor Calvin und 
Farel in Genf, forgfaltig in der Studierjtube einen Plan ausgearbeitet 
Hatten, tie fie die bejtehende Rirde jtitrgen oder doch iwefentlich um- 
twandeln fonnten. Das ijt jedoch nicht der Fall. Spener twar ein treuer, 
gewiffenhafter Raftor. Das innere Leben in der Gemeinde in Frankfurt, 
an der Spener feit 1666 jtand, liek viel gu twitnfchen iibrig, und Spener 
fuchte Mittel und Wege, Vejjerung gu ergielen. 

Das Kirhenregiment, cinfdlieblid der Kircdhengucht, lag in Handen 
eineS RKomitees, beftehend aus vier Gliedern deS Senat3; die atwolf 
Pajtoren der Stadt hatten Cmpfehlungsredht, das war alles. Da war 
alfo nicht biel Hoffnung. Ym Unterricht der Kinder hatte Spener freie 
Hand, und er benubte diefe Gelegenheit mit allem Fleik. Wuf die 
Criachfenen fudhte er durch feine Predigten ecinguwirfen. Weil er nah 
herfommlicder Gitte nur iiber die alten Perifopen predigen durfte, diefe 
ibm aber fiir feine Binede nicht geniigten, fo beging er die ,,homiletifde 
Ungeheuerlichfeit”, dag er in der Cinleitung andere dem Tert ver= 
wandte Schriftitellen auslegte, wobet dann die Cinleitung ebenfo lang 
tourde twie die itbrige Predigt.!) 

Dann, in einer Predigt am 17. Sonntag nad Trinitatis 1669, 
fprad) er dDen Wunfd aus: ,,O wie wiirde e3 fo viel Nuben fdaffen, 
enn Sonntags gutveilen gute Freunde gufammenfamen und anjtatt der 


1) Ublhorn, Gefdhicte der deutfdh-lutherifdhen Kirche, I, 241. 
21 





322 Der Pietismus. 


Glajer, Karten oder Wiirfel entweder ein Buch vor fic) nahmen, daraus 
gu aller Crbauung etivas gu lefen, oder aus den Predigten, was fie 
gehort, wiederholten; tmenn fie inSgefamt bon den gottlichen Geheim- 
nijjen miteinander redeten und der, weldhem Gott mehr gegeben hat, 
feine fchiwaderen Griider damit fuchte gu unterricten; two fie aber 
nicht gang fic) darin finden fonnten, einen Prediger deswegen befpracden 
und fich die Sache erlautern liefen. Ach, gefchahe dies, twie twiirde 
fotvoh! allerhand Bijes unterivegs bleiben, als imsgefamt der heilige 
Sonntag mit groper Erbauung und merflichem Nuben bei allen ge- 
heiligt werden. Hingegen ijt’Ss gewik, DaR wir Prediger bon den Ran- 
geln die Leute nicht fo viel, als notig ijt, unterridten finnen, wo nicht 
auch andere Leute aus der Gemeinde, die ihr Chrijtentum aus gottlider 
Gnade beffer verjtehen, fraft ihres allgemeinen driftliden Amtes fid 
befleiBigen, neben und unter un3 bon ihrem Nachften fo viel gu bejjern 
und gu bereiten, al fie nach Dem Ma ihrer Gaben und Cinfalt finnen.” 
Darauf famen, wie Spener berichtet, etliche gottjelige Freunde und 
baten ihn, foldhe Verfammlungen einguridten. Go famen 1670 die 
erjten Collegia Pietatis guftande. Gie wurden Montags und Nittwods, 
zuerjt in Spener3 Haus, bon 1682 an in der Kirche, abgehalten. 

Was hat Spener mit diefen Verfammlungen erreicen wollen? Gr 
hatte verjucht, nach reformiertem BVorbild regelmapige Hausbefuche ein- 
aufiibren; das fdeiterte am Widerfpruch Der Gemeinde und wurde vom 
Rat berboten; e3 handelte fich eben nicht um Privatfeelforge, fondern 
um offizgielle Sausbejuche, die der Kirchengzucht dienen follten; die Ge- 
meinbde follte Dadurch in ihrem Leben fontrolliert werden. Wuch das 
fonnte er nicht dDurchfiihren, dak nach Vorbild der Stragburger Kirche 
dem Pfarramt fogenannte Helfer aus dem Laienftande fiir die Kirdhen- 
gucdt an die Seite gejtellt wiirden. Cr fam gu der itbergzeugung, folche 
Kontrolle liewe fic) nur in einer ,lebendigen” Gemeinde einfiihren, und 
Dagu fchuf er nun die ,BVerjammlungen zur Frdmmigfeit”. Yn ihnen 
follte ein Kern der Gemeinde gebildet werden von religiss Angeregten; 
diefe follten Dann auf andere eintwirfen; fo follte der ,,dritte Stand’ 
befabhigt werden, die Rirde gu bejjern.2) Gr felbjt befchreibt feine Wb- 
ficht fo: Durch diefelben twollte er die beiden bifen Sabe niederreifen, 
vo gto ftarfe Stiiken des fatanifden Reiches find, 1. dak einem 
Chriften, teil er doch nur allein durch den Glauben gerechtfertigt mwerde, 
nicht nodtig fei, Dak er mit folcher Gorgfalt in den Wegen de3 HErrn 
wandle und fein Leben mit auferitem FleiR den Regeln und dem 
Erempel deS Heilandes nad rite; 2. daB auch den Glaubigen in 
Diefem Leben nicht moiglid) fei, aus gottlider Gnade ein folch Leben 
gu fiibren, dak er die Siinde nicht mehr follte bet fich herrfden lajfen” .3) 
Qn den Verfammlungen tourde immer vor allem eingefcharft, dak das 


2) Ublhorn, l.c., 244. 
3) Sn feinem ,Sendfcreiben an einen chrifteifrigen auslindifden theo- 
logum“. 
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gange Neue Teftament dabhin giele, dag wir miiften in Chrifto eine 
neue Kreatur fein. 

Das war die erjte Wnregung. Die giveite fam mit der Schrift 
Spener$ Pia Desideria, 1675, die jchon mehrfad) gitiert wurde. Nadh- 
dem er Darin den traurigen Zuftand der Rirde befdhrieben hat, will er 
an feinem Teil durch etlicje Vorfdlage gur Erzielung cines befferen 
Zuftandes mitwirfen. Unter diefen Vorfdlagen jteht obenan die Cin- 
ridtung folder Verfammlungen; durch foldje fleine Rreife mohlunter- 
ridjteter Chrijten follte dann die ganze Kirche reformiert werden. Man 
folle ihnen aber, fo mahnt er, twobl einjdharfen, ,dak eS mit dem Wiffen 
im Chrijtentum durdaus nicht genug jei, fondern dak e3 bielmehr in 
der praxi bejtehe, und gtvar vor allem in der tibung der Liebe“. 

So ijt Spener veranttwortlid fiir die Cinridtung der Konventifel. 
Was er von denfelben ertwartet, fagt er felber: ,Nch hoffe auf menjdj- 
liden Arm [3.B. die Obrigfeit] wenig, fondern febe mein Vertrauen 
darauf, Dak Hin und wieder qottfelige Prediger und politici dahin fis 
bearbeiten werden, dak jeder feines Ort3 allgemach eine ecclesiolam in 
ecclesia, jedoch ohne einige Trennung, fammle und diefelbe in den Stand 
bringe, DaB man rete Kernehrijten an ifnen habe; da nicht. fehlen 
wird, DaB nicht foldhe nachmal mit ihrem Crempel ein treffliches fer- 
mentum fein tverden, den iibrigen Teig auch in einen Yajt gu bringen. 
Fallor, aut haec sola ratio est, qua ecclesiae consuletur.”4) Freilic 
find Die Ronventitel unter Speners Leitung nicht gu volliger Reife ge- 
diehen, fondern erft unter feinen Nachfolgern. CSpener fann iiberhaupt, 
genau genommen, faum ein , Reformer” genannt werden; er lenfte ge- 
wohnlich ein, ehe feine Cinrichtungen allgu grofen Protejt exrtwectten. 
Doch wurden diefe Konventifel nun das Herz der ganzen pietiftifchen 
Vewegung; eine gefcdhlofiene Briiderfaaft bon wahrhaft Wiedergebornen, 
Rernchrijten, in einer fonjt verderbten Kirche, deren Glieder man an 
der groperen Vollfommenheit ihres Leben erfennen fann, die fich fraft 
deS geiftliden Prieftertums aller Glaubigen fiir die Wobhlfahrt ihrer 
rider verantivortlic) fiihlen und die dann twie ein Gauerteig fich aus- 
breiten und die gange Kirche der Vollfommenheit naher bringen, die 
fie in ihrer mehr oder weniger chiliajtifden Hoffnung eriwarteten. Alles 
andere twird diefer Bdee dienjtbar: das einfeitige Drangen auf HSeiligung 
de$ Lebens, Der Stempel der tvahrhaft Wiedergebornen; die Wusdehnung 
der KRenngeiden der wahren Heiligung auf WAdiaphora; die Behauptung, 
dag die Befehrung cine bemerfbare Gefiihlserfahrung fein muf, ohne 
welche niemand wiedergeboren ijt. Der fatechetijde Unterridt ift gang 
darauf eingeftellt; er begtvedt Befehrung der Kinder, die an beftimmten 
Zeicen erfannt twerden foll; bet der Priifung zur Ronfirmation foll 
feftgejtellt werden, nicht ob fie geniigend in der Wahrheit de3 chrijtliden 
Glauben3 unterrictet find, fondern ob fie befehrt find und durd) per- 


4) Theologifde Bedenfen, III, 130. 
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fonlide Entfdheidung fich Chrijto ergeben haben (in Franffurt felber 
berbot man die oSffentlice Ronfirmation; Gpener fonfirmierte daher 
die Kinder privatim in den Haufern). Wlles dies Hat nur den einen 
Bmwed: die ecclesiola in ecclesia 3u fammeln und Zu bermehren und 
dDadurd dann die Kirde gu reformieren. 

Das hat einen unlutherifdhen Klang — und eS ijt unlutherifd. 
Sreilid) bejtand Spener darauf, er folge in Lehre und Praxis Luthers 
Suptapfen; er griinde feine Collegia Pietatis auf das allgemeine 
Prieftertum der Chrijten, das Luther doch fo oft betont habe; er twolle 
der Gemeinde das verlorne Recht guriicerjtatten. Trog alledem hat 
Spener ettwas Neues aufgebradt. Luther hat nie ein Quafiminifterium 
empfoblen, da3 augerhalb deS von Chrifto gejtifteten Predigtamtes fteht 
oder ibm fogar gegeniiberjteht, jondern er betont das allgemeine Priejter- 
tum aller Chrijten im Gegenjab gu dem rimifden Vetrug, dem Priejter- 
tum, dad Mittler fein will gwifden Gott und dem Siinder, durch twelches 
allein Der Giinder Zutritt habe gu Gott. Und e3 ijt nicht die Gemeinde, 
der Spener in diefen Verfammlungen die alten Redhte wiedergeivinnen 
will, fondern einer ausgefuchten Gruppe bon Gemeindegliedern. Spener 
hat da3 auch ein andermal gugegeben, dak er etiva’, twas nod) in der 
lutherifden Rirde feble, hereinbringen wolle. ,%ch bin niemalen der 
Meinung geiwefen, auch noch nicht, ob twdre die Reformation Luthers 
gu ihrer Vollitandigfeit, wie gu wiinfchen, gebracht worden.” ,,Man ijt 
ftehenblieben mit dem Bau, als nur, fo gu reden, der Grund war gelegt 
worden.” 8 ijt ifm aljo nicht nur darum 3u tin, ,DdaR die Sache 
twieder in Den Stand gebracht werden modhte, tie fie bet Luther Beiten 
gejtanden, fondern dag auch das, twas dDamals guriidgeblieben, erjebt 
twiirde. “ 5) 

Vielleicht finden wir eine Wndeutung, woher Spener das, was in 
der Lutherifchen Rirde feblt, nehmen will, wenn twir die Empfehlungen 
genauer befehen, die er fonjt zur Bejjerung der Kirche gemacht hat. Er 
hat die Hoffnung aufgegeben, dak Obrigfeit oder Geijtlicfeit hiergu 
dienlid fein fonnen. ,,9ch befenne gern”, jagt er in einem Bedenfen,5) 
»dak, twas durch publicam auctoritatem mit gujammenjegender Hilfe 
Der Obrigfeit und ganger ministeriorum gefdehen follte, von mir nicht 
gebofit twerde, aber deStwegen auch auf dergleiden nicht gu twarten ijt; 
oder twir werden uns 3u Tod daritber warten”. Bom ,,dritten Stand” 
muf, die Hilfe fommen; im dritten Stand geht ihm eigentlich die gange 
Rirdhe auf, und in die Hand diejes Standes legt er die ganze Rirdhen- 
gewalt. Der Kirde find alle Heilsgiiter anvertraut; teil in der Kirde 
feine Unordnung berrfden foll, hat fie nach de Meijters Verordnung 
geiwifje Perfonen, die Prediger, dagu gefebt, dak diefe das meifte der 
ihr gufommenden Rechte ordentlicheriweife verrichten; die Prediger find 
die Diener der Kirde, ,dak in allen Fragen, betreffen fie nun die Lehre 


5) Theologifde Bedenfen, ITI, 179. 180. 
6) Theologifche Bedenfen, ITI, 129. 
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oder die Saframente oder die Scbhliifjel, das Urteil dariiber nicht den 
Predigern allein, fondern der Kirche als folder gufteht”. Freilich follten 
alle drei Stande gufammentreten und gemeinfam das Werk der Refor- 
mation, ausfithren; aber er hat wenig Hoffnung, dak dad gefchieht; 
der dritte Stand mug e3 tun. Goll mun aber die Kirche gu ihrem Redjt 
fommen, fo muf fie Organe haben, durd) die fie died Recht ausiibt; und 
das find die Presbyter, die Vertreter der Kirche, die ecclesia repraesen- 
tativa, ,Ddie mehr mit denjenigen RKirchengericdten, welche in der erjten 
Kirche getwefen, iibereinfommen”; fie find die eigentlicen Snhaber der 
RKirchengewalt und haben die lebte Entfdeidung gu geben; fie haben 
auf der Prediger Wmtsverrictungen achtgugeben, iiber ihre Handlungen 
gu ridjten; die beiden andern Stande find ihnen untergeordnet und 
haben eigentlich nur die Befdhliiffe der ecclesia repraesentativa aus- 
gufiihren. Und damit find wir gliiclich im reformierten Lager, im 
Presbyterianismus, angefommen!*) 

Und aus dem reformierten (calvinijtijden) Sdeal der Rirchen- 
verfajjung hat Spener gefdopft. Spener war nicht Calvinift; er war 
und blieb (utherifa; aber man braucht in diefer Verbindung gar nidt 
ungebiihrend gu prejjen, Dak Gpener in feinem Urteil iiber die Refor- 
mierten immer fehr milde war und fich dabei Reden erlaubte, die gang 
unioniftije flingen;8) man braucht nur daran gu denfen, dak Spener 
die Lutherfde Reformation fiir unvollendet hielt, und was ihm zur Verz 
pollftandigung Dderfelben noch notig jchien, fand er eben unter den 
Reformierten. 

Schon der Hintergrund, aus dem GSpener fervortritt, ijt hier 
wichtig; von Anfang an wirfen reformierte Cinflitjje auf ihn ein. 
Neformierte (puritanijche) Literatur liejt er. Cr ftudiert in Strakburg, 


7) Nach einem Gutadhten vom 17. Februar 1686, ,ekte Bedenfen”, 575. 
Ritjhl meint freilich (Gefdhicte deS Pietismus, II, 133, Unm.): ,Diefe ,unluthe- 
tijhe Unficht’ hat Schmid Spener lediglid) angedictet.” DiefeS Gutadten fet an 
eine Iutherifde Gemeinde in den Niederlanden geridtet und beriidfichtige dabher 
die in dem Gebiet geltende RKirdhenordnung; Spener fage daber nur, dak unter 
der Verfaffung die Wusjdhliehung vom AWbendmabh! nicht den Paftoren allein, fon- 
dDetn Dem aus gewahlten PreSbytern und den Predigern beftehenden Konfiftorium 
juftehe. Die Tatfache ftimmt; aber Ritfehl iiberfieht, dab Spener einerfeits fein 
Wort dariiber fagt, dak diefe Cinridtung urjpriinglid) nicht Iutherifd ijt, dap er 
vielmehr auSdriidlid) fagt: ,€8 wiinfden auch viel chriftlide Herzen, dak in allen 
Gemeinden foldje ordinaria presbyteria waren, und hoffen der Kirden vielen 
Nugen davon.” (L.c., 580.) 

8) Gr halt 3. B. Vereinigung mit den Reformierten nicht fiir unmiglic, da 
ja ihve Yrrtiimer gwar den Grund deS Glaubens angriffen, aber nicht umftiepen; 
wihrend man in der Lehre vom Wbendmabhl wohl feine Cinigheit ergielen werbde, fo 
finne man fid) dod) damit gufrieden geben, wenn fie anerfennten, dak Leib und 
Blut Chrifti nad feinem Wefen den Glaubigen gu ihrer geiftliden Nahrung ge- 
geben twerde; man folle fid) doch alS Briider erfennen und gemeinfam Gottesdienft 
halten, die Rommunion aber folle nod geteilt bleiben und jeglicher fic) bet der 
Kommunion einftellen, deren Lehre er in feinem Gewwiffen fiir wabhr hielte. (Theol. 
Bedenfen, IV, 493—500.) 
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1651—1659. Gtrakburg war urfpriinglich reformiert, hatte 1530 die 
Bwinglijdhe Confessio Tetrapolitana unter{drieben. AS aber im Wugs- 
burger ReligionSfrieden, 1555, nur Lutheraner und Ratholifen Crijtenz- 
beredhtigung erbielten, twandte man fich allmablich) dem Luthertum 3u, 
und 1598 wurde eine ent{chieden Lutherijce Rirdhenordnung angenom- 
men. Und doch blicb noch fo manches itberbleibfel aus der reformierten 
Beit, 3. B. das Ynftitut der ,,Kirch{pielpfleger”, ,,twelche itber den Wandel 
und die Amtsfiihrung der Prediger Wufficht haben.“9) Won 1659 bis 
1662 reijte Spener; er bielt ji mit einer Ausnahme (Wiirttemberg) 
in reformierten Landern auf: Bafel, Freiburg und befonders in Genf. 
Dort twwohnte er bei dem Waldenfer Profeffor Anton Leger. Die Wal- 
Denfer twaren feit ca. 1535 protejtantifd getworden, unter Leitung Cal- 
bins und bornehmlic) FarelS; ihr Kirdhentwefen war gang nach dem 
Genfer Vorbild eingerictet.) Und dort in Genf traf Spener Yohann 
Labadie und horte ihn oHfter predigen. 

Sean de Labadie, frangofifder Yefuit, war 1650 reformiert ge- 
tworden (fcblieBlich verlie® er auch diefe Kirche und griindete cine de- 
nominationslofe Gemeinfdaft). CSdon als Ratholif hatte er in Amiens 
(1644) Griiderfdaften von ,twahrhaft Wiedergebornen” organifiert — 
Darum mufte er aus der romifden Rirdhe austreten. Wo immer er 
fpater twar, griindete er folde Ronventifel, namentlich in Genf, deren 
Bwee gegenfeitige Crbauung und belebender Cinfluk auf die Kirche war. 

Spener3 Collegia Pietatis waren denjenigen Labadies jo abnlich, 
dak man friih einen Zujammenhang vermutete. Zudem geftand Spener 
gu, er habe Labadie perfonlid getroffen, habe ihn ofter predigen horen 
und halte den Mann fehr hod; er itberfebte eins feiner Biicher (La 
Reforme de lV Eglise) aus dem Frangofijden. Yn einer Schrift (Myste- 
rium Iniquitatis) wollte fogar jemand bon einem MReifegefahrten 
Speners gehdrt haben, dak diefer eines Tages, als er aus einer Ver- 
fammlung Labadie3 in Genf gefommen fei, gefagt habe: ,Hilft mir 
Gott in das Yredigtamt, jo foll das meine erjte Gorge fein, folde 
Privatvberfammlungen angujtellen.” Wber Spener nennt die Gefchichte 
eine Liige und bejftreitet, dak er von Labadie eine Anregung gu feinen 
Verjammlungen erhalten habe; er habe damals in Genf iiberhaupt 
nicht gehort, dak Labadie folde Verfammlungen gehalten habe. Nun 
fagt Schmid dagu: ,€8 ijt fehr begreiflid, marum Spener mit Ent- 
{chiedenheit gegen einen Cinflug, den Labadie auf ifn gehabt, protejtiert; 
Denn unter den Damaligen Umftanden tare das gange Streben Speners 
durch nichts mehr verdachtigt worden als durd den Glauben, dah der 
reformierte Qabadie dDarauf Cinflug gehabt habe.” 11) Ritfehl und Carl 


9) Henke, Georg Caliztus; von Schmid jitiert, S. 44. 

10) Herzog-Hauc, Realengyflopadie fiir proteftantifde Theologie und Kirde, 
20, 834 ff. 

11) L.c., 69 f. 
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Mirbt (Serzog-Hauc) meinen, Spener3 Verneinung erledige die Sache. 
Xch meine nicht; e3 ift mdglicdh, dak Labadie Spener durch Predigt und 
Privatgeipracdh beeinflupgt und ihn gu diefer Reformmafrege!l angeregt 
hat, ohne da Spener bon foldjen Verfammlungen in Genf gewupt hat. 
lind wenn ihm diefe auch unbefannt getwefen find, fo befennt er doch zur 
felben Zeit, Dak er fchon twahrend feiner Studentenjahre in Strakburg 
pon jolchen RKonventifeln in einer Lutherijcen Gemeinde in WAmiterdam 
unter Leitung eines Predigers Fifcher gewupt habe,12) die reformiertem 
Mujter in Holland gefolgt war. Cr befennt gleidfalls 1678, dak er 
bei Cinridtung der Collegia, obgleich die} auf Wunfd feiner Freunde 
gefdhah, fich deffen wohl bewwupt geiwefen fei, dak er Damit ein Ynijtitut 
der reformierten Kirche nadahme, und beruft fich als Begriindung der 
Verechtigung diejer Verfammlungen auf das Beugni3 de$ reformierten 
Gisbert Voet,13) der als Vertreter feiner Kirde die Synode gu Dordrecht 
befucht hatte und {pater theologifder Profejjor in Utrecht getworden war. 
Boet hatte in feinem Kampf fiir den jtrengften Calvini3mus gegen 
Arminianer und Cartefianer folche Verfammlungen aufricdtiger Chriften 
zur Foxrderung der Kirchengucht empfoblen, einer folchen RKirchengucht 
namlich, wie Calvin fie in Genf eingefiihrt hatte. Gie follten daritber 
wachen, Dak feiner, dex im Verdacht einer Simbde ftand, zum Gaframent 
zugelafjen werde; gefdahe da3 doch, fo follten fie gum Proteft fid) vom 
Uhendmabhl fernhalten, um fich nicht durd) Rommunion mit folchen Unz 
iwiirdigen Zu berunreinigen. Das war das Vorbild, das, wenn auch 
nidt in allen Cingelheiten, fo doch in groRen Biigen, Spener vorfdivebte, 
alZ er jeine Collegia griindete. €3 twar eine reformierte Cinridtung, 
die VBefjerung der Kirche begiwectte. 

Day diefe reformierten Urfprungs ijt, ijt ja an und fiir fich nicht 
bife, aber verdachtig. Die damit vberbundene Ndee ijt doch: Lutherifche 
CinricGhtungen geniigen nicht mehr; man mu etivads Neues, Fremde3 
einfiifren. Und died Neue baut fic) auf einem Grundfab auf, der unz 
futherifch ijt, Dem Grundfabk namlicdh: Die twahre Kirde, die Gemein- 
fjaft der Heiligen, findet fich nicht iiberall da, wo Leute fich um das 
pon Gott eingefebte Amt de3 Worts und der Gaframente fdaren, jondern 
in den fleinen Gruppen derer, die an geiviffen Renngeiden als twahrhaft 
wiedergeborne Chriften erfennbar find. Der nachfte Schritt ijt dann, 
Dak die Kenngeicden feftgejebt werden, durch tweldhe diefe bon andern 
unterfchieden twerden fonnen, die gwar auch fiir Chriften gelten, in 
Wahrheit aber faum oder gar nicht Chriften find. Dieje Kenngeiden 
mitffen Dann andere fein al8 die, die fonjt unter Lutheranern gelten: 
Gebrauch der Gnadenmittel und ein Leben, das nicht gegen ihr Be- 
fenntnis ftreitet. Go werden denn Adiaphora hereingegogen und gu 
Unterfcheidungsgeicen der wahren Chriften gemacht. Der nadfte 


12) Theol. Bedenfen, ITI, 292. 547. 
13) Theol. Bedenfen, III, 222. 
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Sdritt: Wenn dies die twahren Chrijten find, find jene e3 nicht; wenn 
jene fcjledhter find als wir, fo find wir befjer, als fie find; dann ift e3 
unfere Pflict, auf jene Dru ausguiiben, damit fie auch das Mah der 
Vollfommenheit erreiden, das wir bereits erreicht haben; twenn fie das 
nicht tun, miifjen fie ausgefdlofien werden. 

Spener hat e8 nie fo weit getrieben; aber er hat die Bewegung 
eingeleitet, und gwar auf dem Wege, der fpater dabin fiihrte. Ob er 
das Biel je im Auge gehabt hat? Wer weiR! Andere haben e3 im 
Ginn gehabt. Meyfart (Crfurt, + 1642) gibt gu bedenfen, ob da3 
evangelifhe BVolf nicht in getwiffe Ordnungen gu verteilen und den- 
felbigen etlice borgujtellen feien.“14) Und Grofgebauer (Rojftod, 
+ 1661), mit deffen ,,.Wadterjtimme” fid) notabene Spener mahrend 
feines Wufenthalt3 in Wiirttemberg befonder3 befchaftigt hat, will das 
Snijtitut der Wteften in reformiertem Sinn und Geijt wieder aufridten, 
two Ridhtiges und Verfehrtes vermifdt ijt; weil der Prediger zur Hut der 
Gemeinde nicht ausreicht, miiffen ihm siltejte an die Seite gefebt terden; 
fie follen der Prediger Mitgehilfen an dem GotteSdienjt fein; fie follen 
weiter die Prediger iibertvadjen, ob diefe auch recht predigen, ihre Beit 
ausfaufen gu ifrem Studieren und Zu guter Wusfiihrung ihres WAmtes; 
ob fie in ihrem Haus ein gutes Erempel gott{iecligen Lebens geben; fie 
follen endlich die Wufficht fiihren iiber die Gemeindeglieder, die ihrer 
Sorge befohlen find, gufehen, ob diefe gute Hausordnung alten, fleifig 
gur Kirche und gum heiligen Whendmahl gehen und ob fie den Sonntag 
eiligen. Sie jollen auf die Schulen, die Armenhaufer, die Gajthaufer 
fehen und die Kranfen befuchen. Qhnen ijt die Wufficht iiber Prediger 
und Gemeinde gugleid& anvertraut.5) Das war Calvins Cinridtung 
in Genf. 

Zum Schluk noch eine Bemerfung. Man fann, glaube ic, dic 
Spur diefer Konventifel nod) weiter guriic verfolgen als Labadie und 
Voet. Wenn wir horen, dafR diefe beiden ihre Verjammlungen ,,Bro- 
phegei” nannten; twenn tir denjelben Namen wiederfinden bet den 
Puritanern in England, wo diefe ihre Privatverfammlungen ca. 1570 
fo begeichneten; tvenn wir dann iweiter Hiren, dak Bohn a Lasco fdon 
ca. 1550 folde Ronventifel in England anjtiftete und dann, bon Maria 
Tudor vertrieben, nach Holland guriicfehrte; wenn wir fdlieplic in 
BVetradht ziehen, dak jene Konventifel der Puritaner den Bwee fatten, 
die KRirdhe bom ,,rdmifchen Sauerteig” gu faubern und die Presbyterial- 
berfajjung in England eingufiihren: fo lapt fich da wohl ein Zufammen- 
hang bermuten, tenn auch nicht betveifen. 

Der Pietismus tourgelt im Calvinismus. Das Neue, das der 
Pietismus zur Vefferung der Kirche ins Luthertum einfiihren wollte, 
fommt aus reformierten Rreijen. Theo. Hoyer. 


14) Schmid, Gefdhichte de$ Pietismus, 7. 
15) Schmid, a. a. O., 13. 
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The Principles and Teachings of the Dialectical 
Theology. 


(Continued.) 


The formal principle of the dialectical theology is not that of the 
Reformation. What about its material principle? The material prin- 
ciple of Lutheran theology is the doctrine of justification through 
faith, salvation by grace. As in Scripture, so in Lutheran theology 
this doctrine forms the heart and center. All other doctrines converge 
toward it or radiate from it. They either show the sinner the need 
of justification through faith or recount the blessings that flow 
from it. Take away the doctrine of justification and all the sublimest 
teachings of Scripture would have no real meaning for us. We can- 
not know God except as He has revealed Himself to us in this doc- 
trine. Scripture therefore makes everything of it. What do the 
dialecticalists make of it? 

In the first place, while they make much of it, they do not place 
it in the center of their theology. The dialectical theology, a Re- 
formed growth, has retained the material principle of the old Re- 
formed theology. The doctrine of justification through faith never 
was the material principle of the Reformed system. The controlling 
idea in Calvin’s theology was not the grace of God in Christ, but the 
sovereignty of God, as it declared itself particularly in the alleged 
twofold predestination. The Reformed readily, gladly, admit that. 
A. Schweitzer declared: “The Reformed Protestantism is the protes- 
tation against every deification of the creature and consequently lays 
its emphasis on the absoluteness of God and the sovereignty of His 
will. This is its material principle.” (See C. P. Krauth, The Con- 
servative Reformation, p.123.) Abraham Kuyper, too, knows his 
Reformed theology and says: “Under God, it is John Calvin who 
has made the dogma of God’s eternal election the cor ecclesiae, that 
is, ‘the heart of the Church.’?... It was his conviction that the 
Church had but one choice with respect to this teaching, namely, to 
make it the very center of our confession. ... He placed the eternal 
election in the foreground.” (The Biblical Doctrine of Election, 
p.6f.) “This doctrine of eternal and unconditional election has some- 
times been called the ‘heart? of the Reformed Faith,” says L. Boettner, 
a staunch Presbyterian of our day. (The Reformed Doctrine of 
Predestination, p. 96.) Reformed theology is dominated by the 
thought of the absolute majesty of God, the sovereignty of His will. 
The grace of God in Christ is of secondary importance. 

And the dialectical theology has not discarded or modified this 
principle, but has submitted to its sway. It has somewhat modified 
the parent system (Neo-Calvinism), but has retained its essential 
feature (Neo-Calvinism). E. Brunner stands squarely on Calvin’s 
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platform. “Melanchthon’s formula ‘Hoc est Christum cognoscere, 
beneficia eius cognoscere’ has a shade of meaning which not only 
could easily lead one astray, but has actually done so. It contains 
the germ of the whole anthropocentric point of view of later Luther- 
anism, and this simply means of religious egoism. Man occupies 
the center of the picture, with his need for salvation, not God and 
His glory, His revelation; thus God becomes the One who satisfies 
the needs of man.... This is not the view of the Bible. God reveals 
Himself for His own sake, in order to create His kingdom, in order 
to manifest His glory, in order to restore His own order, His 
dominion. The Bible is the book in which the glory of God is the 
first concern and the salvation of man comes second.... Not because 
Christ brings us beneficia is He the Son of God [meaning not clear], 
but because He reveals God to us, do we know ourselves also as 
sheltered and healed in Him.” (The Mediator, p.407f.) Whatever 
else Brunner may mean, he certainly means to say that the benefits of 
Christ, the grace of God, do not constitute the center of the Gospel. 
K. Barth takes the same stand. He summons his Reformed brethren 
back to “the Reformed doctrine of God with its blunt accentuation of 
God’s uniqueness, sovereignty, and liberty; stressing particularly and 
strongly the polemical cardinal doctrines of the eternal divine 
predestination and election, doctrines which are concerned not so 
much with the life and fate of man in itself as rather with the nature 
of the will and work of God with respect to man.” (Das Wort Gottes 
und die Theologie, p. 200.) In his Roemerbrief he has Isaiah pro- 
claim “the mystery of the twofold predestination” (on Rom. 9, 
24—29), and commenting on Rom. 10,3, he writes: “Zeal for God 
with knowledge would have meant submission to the righteousness 
of God, of God Himself, of God alone, the bowing before the mystery 
of the divine predestination and the love of God enthroned in this 
mystery, since He alone is the true God. The righteousness of God 
is the freedom of God to be His own norm. ... Knowledge of God 
would be the never-to-be-omitted, never-finished acknowledgment of 
this sovereignty of God.”1) “We shall, then, have to set this up 


1) Atxaoovvn tod teov, “the righteousness of God,” is made to mean 
the “freedom of God to be His own norm.” See also Barth’s interpretation 
of this term in Rom. 3,21 f.: “Now, the righteousness of God without the 
Law is manifested . . ., even the righteousness of God which is by faith 
of Jesus Christ.” “God declares that He is that He is. He justifies Him- 
self to Himself by this, that He is mindful of man and his world and 
unceasingly cares for him. God’s wrath, too, is God’s righteousness 
(1,18). ... God is He that He is, the Creator of the world, thé Lord of 
all, Yea and not No. ... Righteousness of God is the Nevertheless! by 
which He declares Himself to be our God and accounts us as His, and 
this Nevertheless! is incomprehensible, fathomless, founded only in itself, 
only in God, free from all ‘because.’ For God’s will knows no ‘why.’ He 
wills because He is God. Righteousness of God is forgiveness, the basal 
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as the second criterion of a theology of the Word of God, that its 
conception of God must not only include in some way the concept 
of predestination, but must place it at the center” (the first criterion 
being whether a particular theology “is conscious of its relativity and 
as a consequence practises the necessary patience with other the- 
ologies.” — Zwischen den Zeiten, 1929, p.346f.) Barth has even 
employed this strong language in characterizing the difference be- 
tween the Reformed and the Lutheran theological principles: “Die 
Reformierten kommen nicht her von der spezifischen Moenchsfrage 
nach dem gnaedigen Gott.” (Das Wort Gottes, etc., p. 207.) —It is 
not the specific monkish concern about the gracious God which gives 
the Reformed thought its distinctive nature. The fundamental teach- 
ing of dialecticalism no less than of Calvinism is that God deals with 
man not so much according to His grace as according to the laws 
of His absolute will.?) 

Let us point out in passing that this discussion of the divergence 
in principle of Reformed and Lutheran theology is not a matter of 
mere theoretical interest. We are dealing with principles by which 
men live. The question whether God deals with us according to His 
grace in Christ or according to His sovereignty is asked not only by 
the mind, but aiso by the heart, and the answer shapes not only the 
theology of a man, but also his inner life. The Lutheran Christian, 


as a Lutheran, looks upon God as his dear Father, the Calvinistic 
Christian, as a Calvinist, quakes at the thought of God and His dread 
majesty. Love of God and filial fear of His majesty can come only 
through the Gospel. (The Reformed Christian loves his God and 
Father only because he, at heart, repudiates his system of theology 
and takes refuge in the full Gospel.) As Kattenbusch puts it: “The 
difference between Calvin and Luther is this: The former would have 


change of the relation between God and man, the declaration that the 
impiety and rebelliousness and the resulting condition of the world is with 
Him inconsiderable and does not hinder Him to call us His own, that we 
might be His own. Righteousness of God is iustitia forensis, iustitia 
aliena; the Judge who is bound to nothing but His own Law is speaking.” 
And what is then said on “durch seine Treue in Jesus Christus” is most 
vague and indefinite. We do not intend to show here that only the Lu- 
theran interpretation of our term (“die Gerechtigkeit, die vor Gott gilt,” 
the righteousness which God imputes for Christ’s sake) fits into St. Paul’s 
thoughts, but we want to point out how well Barth’s interpretation fits 
his material principle. The principle of the sovereignty of God dominates 
the Calvinistic mind and shapes the Calvinistic exegesis. 

2) “Barth has at bottom become more and more simply a renewer of 
the Calvinistic orthodoxy” (F. Kattenbusch, Die deutsche evangelische 
Theologie, etc., p.X.) “It seems to me that Barthianism is essentially 
a repristination of the soul of Calvinism. His emphasis is on God, the 
Wholly Other; our emphasis is on God come hither in Jesus Christ. 
The soul of Calvinism is God. The soul of Lutheranism is God’s love 
in Christ.” (A. Steimle, in Luth. Church Quarterly, 1935, p. 293.) 
A. E. Garvie: “With Calvinism and with Barthianism I affirm the sover- 
eignty of God.” (The Fatherly Rule of God, p. 253.) 
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us study in Christ ‘the love of the majesty,’ the latter ‘the majesty 
of love.’ To Calvin, God is ‘also’ love, to Luther ‘only.’? According 
to the former, God ‘decides’ in His sovereignty to love; according 
to the latter He ‘is’ Love. Calvin can ‘conceive’ of God as being 
without love, Luther cannot.” “Luther did not think of a ‘mere 
pleasure of God’s will’ as the last ratio of God. The last ‘ratio’ is 
with God ‘love,’ God of course Himself establishing what love is in 
its concept and operation. As far as I can see, Barth is on this point 
not a ‘Lutheran,’ but a Calvinist.... Barth kennt, wie Calvin, noch 
BLOSSES ‘Erschrecken’ vor Gott, Luther nicht.” (Op. cit., pp. 69. 129.) 
And Bishop Zaenker declares: “How infinitely far is the conception 
of Barth removed from that of Luther, who has taught us to ask of 
God with all boldness and confidence, as dear children ask their dear 
father.... Where God speaks only in terms of inexorable command, 
the door is closed to the blissful grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, the 
love of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost.” (Allg. Ev.-Luth. 
Kirchenztg., Oct. 18, 1935.) 3) 

The dialectical theology has retained the material principle of 
Calvinism. But, we are told, it has also taken over the material 


3) In this connection the discussion of the term Theology of Crisis is 
in place. As used by the dialecticalists, this name aptly describes the 
leading thought of their theology. First, in what sense is the term crisis 


used? Brunner says: “The word crisis has two meanings: first, it signifies 
the climax of an illness; second, it denotes a turning-point in the progress 
of an enterprise or a movement. If in these lectures we use the word in its 
second meaning, it yet retains the distinct color of the first.” (The The- 
ology of Crisis, p.1.) “The name ‘Theology of Crisis’ means something 
very similar” (to what is expressed by the name dialectical theology, 
viz.: “It is only by means of the contradiction between two ideas — God 
and man, grace and responsibility, holiness and love-——that we can ap- 
prehend the contradictory truth that the eternal God enters time”). “What 
the Word of God does is to expose the contradiction of human existence, 
then in grace to cover it. Man is placed in the critical position of having 
to decide; and such a situation, just because it is critical, cannot be 
apprehended by means of any single theoretical idea. Theoretical truth 
seeks the unity of the system; the theology of faith insists on the reality 
of the existential decision.” (The Word and the World, p.7.) Passing 
over what is not clear to us in this passage, we understand that the crisis 
spoken of by the dialecticalists refers to the critical situation in which 
the sinner finds himself and to the necessity for a right decision, meaning 
the decision of faith. This thought is elaborated on page 55f.: “Faith 
is the acknowledgment of Christ as the event through which God decides 
the fate of my life. In this acknowledgment of the deciding fact, faith 
itself is decision. At the same time the life of every one is taken out of 
the security which immanent, timeless general truth gives. It is brought 
to a crisis, to a crisis of life and death; nay, a crisis of eternal life and 
eternal death. Not only does an event of absolute significance take place 
in Jesus Christ, but the same turning-point of time which He is takes 
place in the life of every individual whom He calls to Himself and thereby 
calls also to that act of turning.” Faith the great decision! In The 
Mediator Brunner calls again and again for the decision of faith. Now, 
in the second place, what is the nature of tnis crisis, this decision of 
faith? We find that the material principle of dialecticalism — the idea 
of the absolute, sovereign, hidden God — has shaped the concept of “crisis,” 
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of the “decision of faith.’ We are with the dialecticalists in insisting on 
the supreme necessity of faith. Faith brings the critical situation of the 
sinner to a happy end. Faith is indeed the great decision. He who decides 
to reject the saving grace of God has decided for eternal damnation. 
He who accepts Jesus as his Savior, he in whom the grace of God has 
wrought faith, the right decision, escapes death and enters into life. 
But on the nature of this crisis and of faith, which constitutes the 
turning-point, we and the dialecticalists are not at all agreed. With us, 
faith is the firm trust in the objective promise of the Gospel. With us, 
faith is the joy and comfort springing from the grace of God in Christ. 
What do the crisis theologians make of faith? Brunner describes it in 
The Mediator, p. 335, thus: “Decision ought to mean an act in which 
the self is left behind, a flying leap, rather than a gliding motion. The 
act of decision ought to mean a definite move forward, stepping over 
a boundary-line, the act of leaving our previous experience behind. 
It should be a venture, an act in which the soul really steps out into the 
unknown.” (Italics ours.) Similarly Barth describes faith as the “Sprung 
ins Leere” (Roemerbrief, p.74). Of course, the basis of faith is lacking, 
the sure promise in the Gospel; the sinner is directed to deal with the 
absolute God; he certainly steps “into the unknown.” Again, a theology 
the material principle of which is God in His absolute majesty and 
sovereignty cannot produce the comfort of joyful faith. A writer in the 
Presbyterian has expressed the matter thus: “God remains, in Barth’s 
writings, the ‘Totally Other One,’ an eternal ‘Question,’ a ‘Possibility,’ 
but at the same time a strictly ‘Impossible Possibility,’ a ‘Presupposition,’ 
a dark and concealed ‘Background.’ The supreme event in the Christian 
life is the moment of ‘crisis, or of ‘decision,’ when through this act of 
faith a divine despair descends upon the inquiring soul and lays low its 
human pride, reason, ‘will to live.” (See Theological Monthly, 9, p. 148.) 
There is much of this “divine despair” in the Theology of Crisis, — and 
there must be much of it in Christian theology,— but less of the joyful 
faith that follows upon contrition. A writer in the Churchman gets the 
same impression as to what the crisis theologians emphasize. “If there 
is vouchsafed to us the vision of the Lord exalted upon His throne, the 
greatest saint can only cry, ‘Woe is me, for I am undone, because I am 
a man of unclean lips.” We may close our eyes to the vision, but the 
Lord God Omnipotent nevertheless reigneth and judges us by confronting 
us at every turn. Luther expressed this in Pauline terms by saying that 
the Law worketh wrath. The Barthians, instead of ‘the Law,’ prefer to 
say ‘God,’ —it really comes to the same thing,— and our constant con- 
frontation by His awful righteousness is what they call ‘the crisis.’ Life 
is a continuous crisis; we are evermore face to face with the Infinite, the 
Wholly Other, and by this very fact our every act is judged and is con- 
demned.” (See the Pastor’s Monthly, 1931, p.312.) This writer is mis- 
taken in identifying the Theology of Crisis with the theology of Luther 
(“The Barthian theology is a deliberate and explicit return to the teach- 
ings of Martin Luther, and only as such can we understand it”); but 
he is not mistaken in calling attention to the emphasis (we will say, the 
overemphasis) which Barthianism places on the Deus damnans. Who 
preached the Law more sternly than Luther? Yet Luther knew when the 
voice of the Law must be silenced, must give way to the Gospel in its 
full sweetness. The Barthians do not know that. They do preach the 
Gospel, but they permit the Law to predominate in their ministry. They 
cannot do otherwise; for the Absolute God, the sovereignty of His will, 
dominates their thinking. “The Lord God Omnipotent confronts us at 
every turn.” <A writer in the periodical Luthertum puts it thus: “The 
theme of the Barthian theology is: the Word of God. But the material 
theme is: the permanent crisis of time and eternity. We will have to say 
here that this theme is not the material theme of the Word of God in 
Holy Scripture which the Church is bound to proclaim and teach... . 
The Chureh is held to proclaim, not that God is God, but that God ané 
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principle of Lutheran theology; it has in some way combined the 
two principles. “The work of this dynamic preacher [Barth] has been 
hailed by a great American scholar as ‘in fact a revival of the theology 
of the Reformation, Calvinistic in its conception of God and Lutheran 
in its emphasis upon the experience of justification by faith.’” (Lu- 
theran Companion, Sept. 14, 1935.) But what Barth is here said to 
have done is impossible to achieve. On the face of it, if the dominant 
idea in a system of theology is the sovereignty of God, the grace of 
God cannot be made the dominant idea. And looking more closely 
into the matter, these two principles are of such a nature that they 
cannot be fused into one. You cannot tell the stricken sinner that 
he should look for salvation to the grace of God in Christ and tell 
him at the same time that he must read his fate in the decrees of 
the absolute will of the sovereignty of God. The stricken sinner will 
hear only the second part of what you are saying. The gloom of 
Calvinism hides the glorious light of the Gospel of grace. You 
cannot operate with both principles. One excludes the other. They 
have no common feature. The attempt has been made to establish 
a close relationship between them. Here is A. Keller’s attempt: “All 
the reformers, Luther as well as Zwingli and Calvin, are in full 
agreement in their belief in the sovereignty of God’s grace. In this 
respect there is no difference between the sola gratia of Luther and 
the soli Deo gloria of Calvin.... The Lutheran Church lays stress 


Christ are one. ... The Lutheran material principle comes out of a 
Church which has recognized the Word of God as a message in the proper 
sense” (meaning not clear), “which knows that the one concern of God’s 
Word is to comfort, that it is spoken only in order to console the sinner. 
‘Praedicare de gratia Dei, consolari et vivificare, haec propria sunt prae- 
dicationis evangelicae.’ (F.C., I, V, 10.” Trigl., p. 802.) “The material 
principle of Lutheran dogmatics must show itself in the practical theology 
of Lutheranism by making it the instrument of the comfort in Christ... . 
One can understand that in the present age, where the foundations are 
crumbling, a Church which has been for some decades ceaselessly preaching 
the Judgment is making a great impression. But that does not change 
the fact that a Church which is dominated by such a theology is incapable 
of hearing and proclaiming the Word of God, the true, pure Word of God, 
bringing to the conscience the comfort in Christ. ... The Church is poor 
if the Word administered by it no longer comforts. ... Ita vult in- 
notescere Deus, ita vult se coli, ut ab ipso accipiamus beneficia, et quidem 
accipiamus propter ipsius misericordiam, non propter merita nostra. Haec 
est amplissima consolatio in omnibus afflictionibus.” (Apol., IV (II), 60. 
Trigl., p. 136. See Theo. Quartalschrift, 1935, p.292f.) This writer has 
confused notions as to the meaning of “Word of God”; but he brings out 
very clearly the difference between the material principle of Lutheranism 
and that of dialecticalism. The Gospel of grace, comforting the stricken 
sinner, is the chief theme of the Bible. God has given us His Word for 
the purpose of comfort. Even when God is preaching the Law, — which 
certainly is His Word,— He is preparing the way for the consolation of 
the Gospel. His one concern, His great command, is: “Comfort ye, com- 
fort ye, My people.” Is. 40,1. That characterizes the Lutheran preaching. 
The Theology of Crisis emphasizes the Judgment. It preaches the Gospel, 
too, but all too sparingly. It is the “Theology of Crisis.” 
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on the formula sola fide, while the Reformed Church emphasizes the 
formula soli Deo gloria; but these formulae represent only two 
aspects of the same doctrine of God’s sovereign grace.” (Religion and 
Revolution, p. 27.) And Keller then proceeds to tell, from page 38 
on, of “the rebirth of the spirit of the Reformation” through “the 
dialectic theology of Karl Barth and Emil Brunner.” That will 
never do. The “sovereignty of grace” does not represent the common 
denominator of Lutheranism and Calvinism. Im the first place, 
“sovereignty of grace,’ as expressive of Calvinism, is a misnomer. 
The Calvinist does not mean “sovereignty of grace,” but “sovereignty 
of God’s absolute will.” And, in the second place, the grace of which 
Calvinism certainly does speak is not the grace of which we speak. 
The Calvinists mean a grace granted by the absolute will of God; 
we, the grace of God in Christ; they, a limited grace; we, the 
universal grace; they, a grace brought through an immediate opera- 
tion of the Spirit; we, the grace offered and conferred by the means 
of grace. They commingle, when speaking of saving grace, the grace 
of justification and the grace of sanctification; we instruct men to 
base their salvation solely and exclusively on the iustitia imputata, 
in no wise on the iustitia inhaerens. (Cp. Conc. THEoL. MTHLy., 
1935, p. 714 f.) No, the two principles are incompatible. 

The dialectical theology does not recognize the doctrine of jus- 
tification by faith as the material principle of Christian theology. 
But why quarrel with the dialecticalists on that score since they do 
teach, after all, that men are justified sola fide? Is not all well as 
long as this doctrine is left intact? The trouble, however, with 
dialecticalism is that it does not leave this supremely important 
doctrine intact, does not present it in all its Scriptural relations and 
implications, but impairs and vitiates it in various ways. 

Barth and Brunner and the others make much of the doctrine of 
justification by faith. They do put strong emphasis on it. Calvinism 
always has done so, and that has always been recognized and ap- 
preciated. We gladly note that Brunner proclaims the “sola gratia, 
sola fide” (p.295) and declares: We must “take the word faith in its 
fullest sense, and this means faith in justification through faith alone, 
and thus faith in the Mediator. For this is justification: that we 
have no good thing in ourselves, but that whatever we have must 
first of all have been received, that righteousness is not our own, 
but the righteousness of Christ, which is made our own through the 
Word of Grace.” (P. 608.) We note Barth’s strong statement: 
“Amisso articulo iustificationis amissa est simul tota doctrina 
Christiana.” That is Luther’s declaration, adopted by Barth and 
incorporated in his essay Die Lehre von den Sakramenten. (Zwischen. 
den Zeiten, 1929, p. 480.—See Luther, St. Louis Ed., IX, 24.) Again: 
“The doctrine of the purely imputed righteousness must not be 
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changed by one iota.” (Das Wort Gottes, etc., p. 208.) Now, they do 
not change it as to the bare statement of the doctrine, but they 
impair its purity and integrity by giving it a false setting and even 
infusing alien elements into it. For one thing, while they make 
much of it, they will not make it the chief thing. They have re- 
moved it, as has just been shown, from its dominating position in 
theology, making it of secondary importance, the article of supreme 
importance being the sovereignty of God’s absolute will. That im- 
pairs the article of justification. Dislocating the members of a living 
organism leaves these members in the organism, but they are no 
longer what they were—they no longer function properly. In the 
Calvinistic system the article of justification has been despoiled of 
some of its importance, and by so much its proper functioning is 
arrested. It cannot do for me what God would have it do if I say with 
Barth: “The laborious perquisitions of the Augsburg Confession as 
to whether and in what relation faith and good works do not exclude, 
but include each other, mean nothing here.” (Op. cit., p. 207.) One 
who can characterize the Lutheran solicitude for the absolute separa- 
tion of faith and works in the matter of justification as “laborious 
perquisitions” has not grasped the supreme importance of this article. 
And he who makes the idea of the sovereignty of God the material 
principle of his theology denies, as a matter of course, the supreme 
importance of the article of justification. So this is the situation: 
the Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians deny the article of justification 
by faith and thus keep it from functioning in the least. Calvinism, 
by robbing it of its full importance, keeps it from functioning to 
the full. 

Another thing: The article of justification by faith becomes 
useless if it is not linked up at once and inseparably with the article 
of the means of grace. Scripture binds the two together. The for- 
giveness of sins gained by Christ is offered and conveyed to the 
sinner in the Gospel and the Sacraments and nowhere else. The 
Reformed deny this. And the consistent application of this denial 
of the vis dativa of the means of grace would cut off the sinner’s 
appropriation of the benefits gained by Christ for him. “True, the 
enthusiasts confess that Christ died on the cross and saved us [and 
that we are justified by faith]; but they repudiate that by which we 
obtain Him; that is, the means, the way, the bridge, the approach 
to Him, they destroy. ... They lock up the treasure which they 
should place before us and lead me a fool’s chase; they refuse to 
admit me to it; they refuse to transmit it; they deny me its pos- 
session and use.” (Luther, 3, 1692.) That certainly constitutes a 
serious impairment of the article of justification by faith; the bless- 
ing to be obtained by faith is— unobtainable; the articulus stantis 
et cadentis ecclesiae is in reality nullified. Says Dr. Walther: “With 
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the Evangelical Lutheran Church most so-called Protestant churches 
do indeed subscribe to the statement: Man is justified before God by 
grace alone, through faith, for Christ’s sake, without the deeds of 
the Laws; however, their teaching on the means by which man is 
justified by God subverts this doctrine. They teach falsely, first, con- 
cerning the means of grace, the Word and the Sacraments, which are 
the vehicle for the bestowal of God’s gifts, and, secondly, concerning 
the instrument by which man appropriates the gift, faith; and these 
errors, in their turn, are based on the false teachings concerning the 
redemptive work and the person of Christ and concerning the gracious 
will and gracious call of God.” (Referat weber die Rechtfertigung, 
p. 35. Cp. Proceedings of Western Dist., 1859, p. 30.) 

Now, dialecticalism has retained the orthodox Reformed teach- 
ing on this point. On the all-important matter of the means of 
grace as vehicles for bestowing the forgiveness of sins Brunner says 
nothing. He is, to be sure, not writing a treatise on the means of 
grace. He is writing on the Mediator and justification. But if one 
does not direct the sinner to the Gospel and the Sacraments, the 
depository of the grace in Christ, one might as well write nothing 
on the Mediator and on justification. Brunner does not so much as 
mention Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. He does treat of the 
Gospel, and he does say: “The righteousness of Christ . . . is made 
our own through the Word of Grace.” (See statement above.) But 
that does not mean that the Gospel of Grace, preached, for example, 
in John 3,16 and 2 Cor. 5, 19 ff., conveys to the sinner, and bestows 
upon him, the forgiveness of sins, that the words: “God so loved 
the world,” etc., as they stand and read, absolve the sinner, that the 
sinner need only stretch out the hand of faith and lay hold of his 
pardon. So the Lutheran views the Gospel. The Reformed cannot 
do it. He holds indeed that the Gospel speaks of the grace of God, 
but he denies that the Gospel confers this grace. And what does 
the dialecticalist mean by the “Word,” the “Word of Grace’? We 
investigated that in the two preceding articles of this series. The 
“Word” in dialecticalism is a most indefinite, nebulous matter. What 
is the “Word of Grace” on which the sinner should base the assurance 
of his pardon? Is it John 3, 16? Brunner says: “Justification 
means this miracle, that Christ takes our place and we take His. 
Here the objective vicarious offering has become a process of ex- 
change. ... Indeed, justification simply means that this objective 
transaction becomes a ‘Word’ to us, the Word of God. When I know 
that it is God who is speaking to me in this event, that God is really 
speaking to me, I believe. Faith means knowing that this fact is 
God speaking to men in His Word.” (P.524.) Brunner is unable 
to say to the sinner: God assures you of your forgiveness in the 
simple words set down John 3,16. According to Brunner something 
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additional is needed. And that something is akin to the old Re- 
formed “immediate illumination of the Spirit.” 

What does Barth think of the means of grace and their vis 
dativa? He declares that the Lutherans went too far “in their ex- 
tolling the fulness of the gift of grace in the Sacrament.” (Das 
Wort Gottes, ete., p.207.) In his essay Die Lehre von den Sakra- 
menten he rejects the “Catholic-Lutheran” (!) and the Zwinglian 
teaching and champions Calvin’s view. Quoting Luther’s state- 
ments in the catechisms that Baptism “is a gracious water of life,” 
“it is nothing else than a divine water (ein Gotteswasser),” he says: 
“Wir werden da nicht mitmachen.” For the purpose and power of 
the Sacraments lies in this: “The immersion into the water of bap- 
tism is a sign of our dying and rising again with Christ, the eating 
and drinking of the bread and wine of the Lord’s Supper is a sign 
of our preservation through Christ’s sacrifice, His going to the 
Father.” “Not indeed signa nuda, vacua et inefficacia,’ but “effica- 
cious signs”—1in the sense of Calvin’s words (Institutes, IV, 14, § 12): 
“Our confidence ought not to be fixed on the Sacraments, nor ought 
the glory of God to be transferred to them, but passing beyond them 
all, our faith and confession should rise to Him who is the Author 
of the Sacraments and of all things.” (Zwischen den Zeiten, 1929, 
pp. 456. 441 f. 458.) And what does Barth make of Rom. 10,8, that 
outstanding locus classicus for the doctrine that the Gospel is the 
carrier of God’s grace, the righteousness gained for us by Christ? 
The passage reads: “The Word is nigh thee, even in thy mouth and 
in thy heart; that is, the Word of Faith, which we preach.” This 
is how the Lutheran Stoeckhardt reads it: “This Word tells of Christ 
and the righteousness, contains Christ and the righteousness, and 
brings both very close to man. He that receives this Word in faith 
thereby grasps and possesses Christ and the righteousness that avails 
before God.” (Roemerbrief, p. 486.) This is how the Lutheran 
Pieper reads it: “As close as the Word of Faith, that is, the Gospel, 
is to us, so close to us is in every instance God’s verdict of justifi- 
cation. When a Gospel word is in our mouth, for instance, the word 
‘God so loved the world,’ etc., God’s verdict of justification is thereby 
in our mouth, and we lay hold of justification by believing the 
Word. ... How diligently we would hear, read, and study the Word 
of God if we always remembered that through this Word all the grace 
that Christ has gained is offered and given! How greatly would we 
cherish and love each single evangelical verse if we realized the fact 
that here all grace, heaven and its endless bliss, is beaming upon us! 
. . . Every Gospel verse contains everything that we poor sinners 
need.” (Christliche Dogmatik, II, p.614f.) And Luther: “God has 
placed the forgiveness of sins in Holy Baptism, in the Lord’s Supper, 
and in the Word. Yea, He has placed it in the mouth of every 
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Christian, when he comforts you, promises you the grace of God 
gained through the merit of Christ; you must receive and believe 
it with no less assurance than if Christ Himself, by His own mouth, 
promised and gave it to you, as He here gives it to the palsied man. 
Therefore the sectarian spirits and enthusiasts, Zwinglians, Oecolam- 
padius, and their adherents, as also the Anabaptists, teach a most 
perilous error when they tear apart the Word and the forgiveness of 
sins.” (13, p. 2440.) Barth sees nothing of this in our passage. 
What he sees is this: “‘Nahe ist dir das Wort in deinem Munde 
und in deinem Herzen, naemlich das Wort von Gottes Treue, das 
wir verkuendigen. Das bedeutet in erster Linie: Es bedarf keiner 
Machenschaften, keiner Verrenkungen, keiner Kuenste, keiner posi- 
tiven UND keiner negativen. Es bedarf nur eines: des Blickes in die 
Naehe, das heisst, in die Not und Verheissung des Lebens, wie sie in 
jedem Wort deines Mundes, in jeder Regung deines Herzens zum 
Ausdruck kommen. Du stehst einfach dadurch, dass du Mensch bist, 
an jener Grenze der Menschheit, in jener Problematik, auf die ‘das 
Wort von der Treue Gottes, das wir verkuendigen’, die einzige Ant- 
wort ist.... Denn noch einmal: ‘Nahe ist dir das Wort!’ sagt dia 
Gerechtigkett Gottes (Deut.30,14). Bereit liegt es, ernst genom- 
men zw werden, bereit, sich geltend zu machen, bereit, uns aufs 
schwerste zu bedraengen und aufs hoechste zu befreien, bereit, von 
uns gehoert und gesprochen zu werden—das Wort, das, weil es das 
Wort Christus’ ist, doch nie ausgehoert, nie ausgesprochen sein 
wird,” ete. (Roemerbrief, p. 363 f.)4) The dialecticalists do not find 
the vis dativa of the Gospel in Rom. 10,8 — and they do not find it 
taught anywhere else in Scripture. Together with all the Reformed 
they deny it. They teach justification by faith, but they do not direct 
faith straight to the means of grace.5)—-And Reformed theology 
impugns the article of justification by faith directly. 

sicecaeitimicablt (To be concluded.) TH. ENGELDER. 

4) The old-school Calvinists come nearer to the truth. Charles Hodge 
writes in his Commentary on Romans: “The purpose of the apostle is 
to contrast the legal and the Gospel method of salvation — to show that 
the one is impracticable, the other easy. By works of the Law no flesh 
living can be justified; whereas, whosoever simply calls on the name of 
the Lord shall be saved... . Paul represents the Gospel as speaking of 
itself. The method of justification by faith says, ‘The Word is near thee, 
in thy mouth, #.e., the word or doctrine of faith is thus easy and familiar. 
... The Gospel, instead of directing us to ascend into heaven or to go down 
to the abyss, tells us the thing required is simple and easy. Believe with 
thy heart, and thou shalt be saved.’” These old-school Calvinists deny 
that the vis dativa of the Gospel is taught here or anywhere else, but they 
can at least tell us what “Word,” “Gospel,” means. Neo-Calvinism 
(dialecticalism) is too hazy on this point. 

5) The material principle of Reformed theology is here at work. 
The sovereignty of God, His absolute will, and the immediate operation of 
the Spirit are correlatives. The saving will of God, according to Lutheran 


theology, is voluntas ordinata, based on Christ’s merit and operating 
through the Gospel and the Sacraments. 
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Luther, Bucer, and the Wittenberg Concordia. 
A Study in Irenics. 


May 26 of this year will mark the four-hundredth anniversary of 
the Wittenberg Concordia, an event which is usually not given the 
prominence which its significance during a critical period of the 
Reformation really merits. The occasion deserves attention not only 
on account of the important positions occupied by the chief par- 
ticipants, Luther, Bugenhagen, Melanchthon, Bucer, Capito, and 
others, but also on account of the significance of the doctrines con- 
cerned in the controversy and the far-reaching influence of the modus 
operandi employed by the prominent men engaged in the attempt to 
keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace. There is many 
a lesson in the story of the Wittenberg Concordia, not only in the 
events themselves, but also in the attendant features, some of which 
may not be immediately obvious, but can be deduced from the conduct 
of the colloquents at various times, especially between October 3, 1525, 
when Brenz explained the Scripture doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 
to Bucer (St. Louis Ed., 17, 1570 ff.), to August, 1538, when the 
theologians of Strassburg referred to the wholesome effects of Luther’s 
stand in the controverted matters, particularly the Lord’s Supper 
(17, 2162 f.). 

Martin Bucer (Butzer), eight years younger than Luther, had 
been deeply impressed even by the Ninety-five Theses of the Reformer. 
The next year, as a teacher in Heidelberg, he had occasion to hear 
the dispute which took place at the convention of the Augustinians 
and promptly became an adherent of the Reformer’s cause. After 
some vicissitudes, brought about by this adherence, Bucer, in 1523, 
came to Strassburg, where he had his headquarters for the next 
twenty-five years, although he did much traveling in connection with 
his interest in controverted doctrines. From 1549 to 1552 Bucer 
was active in England, whither he had been invited by Archbishop 
Cranmer. 

The story of the controversy which culminated in the Witten- 
berg Concordia really goes back to 1525, when Bucer published a 
Latin translation of Luther’s Church Postil. In the fourth part of 
this work he stated his dissent from Luther with regard to the latter’s 
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper. Luther’s answer was contained in 
a new introduction to his postil, in which he defended his position 
with energy and some acerbity. During the first months of the year 
1527 Luther wrote and published his controversial treatise That 
These Words, “This Is My Body,” etc., Still Stand Firm, in which 
he makes the statement: “In the same manner he [Bucer] has so 
mutilated (also zugerichtet) the very best book which I ever produced, 
the postils, which even the papists are pleased with, by introductions, 





Luther, Bucer, and the Wittenberg Concordia. 841 


footnotes, and insertions (Vorreden, Unterreden und Einreden), that 
this blasphemous, infamous doctrine [namely, that of the Zwinglians] 
is propagated and extended more widely than possibly through all 
your books.” (20, 888f.) In a letter to Johann Herwagen, dated 
September 13, 1526, Luther frankly expresses his disapproval of this 
publisher’s venture in having Bucer prepare a Latin translation of 
Luther’s postils. While he acknowledges the merits of the transla- 
tion as such, he remarks of the unwarranted changes and additions 
made by Bucer. “But unfortunately he, in the midst of this laudable 
work and labor (by God’s permission) has fallen into that blasphe- 
mous abomination of the spirit of the Sacramentarians, and so the 
splendid gift of eloquence and understanding is contaminated, yea, 
even corrupted by that harmful poison.” (17, 1580.) In Bucer’s 
answer to this letter, dated March 29, 1527, he tries to defend himself, 
first, by charging that Luther also is subject to error and may well 
stumble and fall, and secondly, by denying the accusation that he 
had become guilty of Sacramentarian errors. His defense contains 
a total of 54 paragraphs. Four days before this, Bucer had also 
written to Bugenhagen, alleging that his doctrine agreed with that 
of the Wittenberg theologians. “Concerning the Lord’s Supper I have 
not written differently from what you yourselves have written in 
Latin. I say in plain words that the believers truly eat the flesh 
of Christ and drink His blood, but by faith; that this is a phys- 
ical eating I do not deny, just as you in Latin did not affirm it.” 
(17, 1607.) Evidently the crux of the entire controversy is contained 
in the last remark, namely, as to the manner of the oral manducare. 
Either Bucer was not altogether clear in his own mind concerning 
the real presence, or he dreaded the possibility of expressing himself 
in such a manner as to place himself under the suspicion of favoring 
Capernaitie eating in the Lord’s Supper. 

The next step in the development of the controversy is offered 
by the transactions of the disputation held at Berne, January 6—16, 
1528. For No. IV of Haller’s theses, as submitted there, reads: “That 
the body and the blood of Christ is received essentially and cor- 
poreally (wesentlich und leiblich) in the bread of thanksgiving cannot 
be supported with Biblical Scripture (mag mit biblischer Schrift 
nicht beibracht werden).” (17, 1620.) Even in the earlier part of the 
discussion Bucer, somewhat needlessly, had remarked: “Luther 
I have also praised very highly and praise him yet even this day, or 
rather God the Lord in him, that he has turned us away from men 
to God. But since he now by divine destiny (in order that the honor 
which is due to God alone might not be given to him) insists in 
asserting that, contrary to the unity of the faith, the spiritual words 
of Christ are to be understood physically and teaches men to seek 
comfort in the Sacraments; also, that he mingles the true humanity 
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of Jesus Christ with His divinity, of which we shall treat afterwards, 
therefore the honor of God compels me, and other Christians with me, 
that we in this matter withdraw from Luther, just as we are to have 
faith in God and not in Luther.” (17, 1675.) In speaking specifically 
on Proposition IV on a later day during the convention, Bucer re- 
marked: “I therefore conclude clearly: Since it was God’s order 
that Christ Jesus should not be present with us after His ascension 
according to His body, He can far less be eaten bodily in the bread. 
The time when He was with us according to His body and could 
be handled is long since past; to save us by His Spirit and power 
He will be with us until the end of the world. And this argument 
clearly proves that Christ cannot be present bodily in the Sacrament 
after that He has ascended to heaven.” (17, 1827.)* 

In view of the position of Bucer, thus emphatically expressed at 
Berne, it is not surprising that he now openly sided with Zwingli 
and the other Swiss Reformers. When Philip of Hesse therefore 
arranged for the Colloquy at Marburg, during the first days of Oc- 
tober, 1529, Bucer indeed subscribed to all fourteen points, as written 
down at the conclusion of the discussion, but this did not settle the 
controversy regarding the Lord’s Supper; for the final paragraph 
reads: “And although we did not come to an agreement whether the 
true body and blood of Christ is bodily present in the bread and 
the wine, yet one part is to show the other part Christian love to the 
extent that the conscience of every one will permit it, and both parts 
are to pray diligently to God Almighty that through His Holy Spirit 
He would confirm the proper understanding.” (17, 1948.) It is clear 
that the contending parties were far from an agreement on this fun- 
damental point, and Luther, as early as October 4, wrote to his friend 
Nicolaus Gerbel: “Since we defended our position very strongly and the 
other party yielded many of their points and remained stubborn only 
in the one article of the Sacrament of the Altar, they were dismissed 
in peace. This we did lest by hard wringing we should bring forth 
blood [Prov. 30,33]. Love and peace we owe even to the enemies. 
But it was announced to them that, in case they do not see their way 
clear with respect to this article, they might indeed enjoy our love, 
but could not be regarded by us as brethren and members of Christ.” 
(17, 1953.) From the various reports concerning the Marburg OCol- 
loquy it seems that Bucer tried to effect a compromise, but that he 
finally sided with the Swiss theologians. For that reason he and his 
coworkers at Strassburg were not permitted to join the Lutheran 
theologians at Augsburg, but handed in their own confession, the 
so-called Confessio Tetrapolitana, the cities represented in this docu- 
ment being Strassburg, Memmingen, Constance, and Lindau. In this 


* Although the disputation at Berne was held between the Swiss 
Protestants and the papists, it gives us an insight into Bucer’s attitude 
at that time. 





Luther, Bucer, and the Wittenberg Concordia. 843 


confession chapter XVIII deals with the Eucharist, and it is stated: 
“Indeque singulari studio hanc Christi in suos bonitatem semper 
depredicant, qua is non minus hodie quam in novissima illa coena 
omnibus, qui inter illius discipulos ex animo nomen dederunt, cum 
hanc coenam, ut ipse instituit, repetunt, verum suum corpus 
verumque suum sanguinem, vere edendum et bibendum, in cibum 
potumque animarum, quo illae in aeternam vitam alantur, dare per 
sacramentum dignatur, ut iam ipse in illis et illt in ipso vivant et 
permaneant, in die novissimo, in novam et immortalem vitam per 
ipsum resuscitandi, iuxta sua illa aeternae veritatis verba: ‘Accipite 
et manducate, hoc est corpus meum. Bibite ex eo omnes, hic calix 
est sanguis meus.’”’ (Niemeyer, Collectio Confessionum, 760.) These 
statements, good as far as they went, especially in affirming the Real 
Presence, were nevertheless not adequate, since they were too much 
in the nature of a compromise and speak only of the believers as 
receiving the true body and blood of Christ in the Sacrament. Hence, 
as Curtis states, the confession was markedly different from that of 
sound Lutheranism. It seemed that matters had reached a condition 
of stalemate. 

However, Bucer’s high estimate of Luther did not permit him to 
rest. Even while the Diet of Augsburg was still in session, he wrote 
a letter to Chancellor Brueck, through whom he hoped to approach 
Melanchthon, in which he clearly stated the three points of difference 
between the Wittenberg and the Swiss theologians, namely, the ex- 
position of the words of institution, the manner of the presence of 
the body of Christ, and the reception by unbelievers. When this at- 
tempt failed, Bucer made a personal call at the Coburg in Septem- 
ber, 1530, in order to confer with Luther. But the latter declared, 
in substance, that both the Swiss theologians and those of Southern 
Germany would have to give up their opinions before an agreement 
could be reached. Bucer therefore, the man of “compromises and 
adjustments,” made another attempt to reach Luther by sending him 
a copy of the Tetrapolitan Confession. Thereupon Luther, on Jan- 
uary 22, 1531, wrote Bucer a letter in which he stated: “We thank 
God that we agree at least to that extent, as you write, as to confess 
that the body and the blood of Christ are truly present in the 
Lord’s Supper and are offered with the words as a food for the 
soul.... I am surprised that it bothers you to confess freely that it, 
with the bread, is outwardly offered to the mouth of the pious [be- 
lievers] as well as of the impious [unbelievers]. ... From this 
opinion I cannot recede, and in case you cannot regard it as being 
demanded by the words of Christ, as you write, yet my conscience 
regards that this be demanded. Therefore I cannot confess a firm 
and complete unity with you if I do not want to harm my conscience, 
yea, if I do not want to sow the seed toward a much greater confusion 
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of our churches and of a future much more terrible division, if we 
should establish unity in this manner.” (17, 1973 ff.) In order to 
remain clear in the matter, Luther shortly afterward made a memo- 
randum of the status controversiae, giving three points: 1. that 
Bucer declared his agreement as to the real presence; 2. that Zwingli 
and Oecolampadius certainly did not share Bucer’s views; 3. that 
the corporeal presence concerns both believers and unbelievers and 
that both receive the true body and the true blood of Christ orally, 
under the bread and wine. (17, 1976 ff.) 

But Bucer and the other theologians of Southern Germany per- 
sisted in their efforts to bring about a reconciliation. On February 1, 
1531, Luther found it necessary to address a letter of warning to 
Duke Ernst of Lueneburg, in which he corrects the impression which 
Bucer was trying to create, that the entire controversy was a mere 
dispute about words. “That M. Bucerus alleges that the quarrel is 
in words only, I should gladly die if it were but so.” (17, 2003.) 
At the same time Luther expressed his hopes that the opponents 
might finally yield on the points which they were still defending 
contrary to the truth. In January, 1533, he sent a short treatise to 
the council and the congregation of the city of Frankfort-on-the- 
Main, in which he warned most emphatically against Zwinglian doc- 
trine and teachers, who taught that Christ’s body and blood were 
indeed present in the Sacrament, but only spiritually, not corporeally, 
insisting upon their former error that mere wine and bread are in 
the Sacrament. So great was Luther’s concern about this matter that 
he even wrote: “If any one knows of his pastor publicly that he holds 
the Zwinglian doctrine, he should avoid him and rather go without 
the Sacrament all his life than to receive it from him, yea, even die 
for it and suffer everything.” (17, 2011.) 

That there was a good deal of uncertainty and confusion in the 
minds of many theologians in Southern Germany as late as Oc- 
tober, 1533, appears from a treatise of the preachers of Augsburg 
addressed to the council in which they present the points of agree- 
ment and difference between themselves and Luther. While they 
refer to such difficult points as the sacramental union, the manducatio 
oralis, and the spiritual benefit, they are partly not clear, partly 
definitely in error, on such points as the use of John 6 as pertaining 
to the Eucharist, the reception of the true body and blood of Christ 
by unbelievers, and related questions. 

But the fact that Strassburg, at the instigation of Philip of 
Hesse, had joined the Smaleald League and thereby had accepted the 
Augustana, was bound to have its results even by virtue of the moral 
effect of the move. Then came the meeting of Melanchthon and 
Bucer in Kassel on December 17, 1534, for which Luther had prepared 
a written opinion, definitely stating that the controversy could not 
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be adjusted by alleging that the two parties had not understood each 
other and insisting that the fact of the Real Presence was funda- 
mental with regard to any adjustment. In other words, he reiterated 
his position of October 3, 1529: “We hold that also body and blood 
of Christ are present substantialiter and essentially with bread and 
wine in the Sacrament.” Shortly after the meeting at Kassel, Bucer 
issued an opinion on the Sacrament in which he stressed particularly 
his refusal to think of a natural union in the Sacrament, as though 
the body of Christ were actually received by the digestive system of 
the communicant, but that the sacramental union only be confessed, 
not, however, in the sense that every one was thereby receiving the 
food of eternal life as he received the food needed to sustain his 
mortal life. Since the agreement between Melanchthon and Bucer 
seemed to indicate clearly that the latter believed Christ’s body and 
blood to be present and to be received essentially and really by the 
communicants, Luther expressed his satisfaction over the progress 
of the efforts toward unity. In an opinion rendered toward the end 
of January, 1535, he writes: “In the first place, because it is stated 
therein that the preachers will and shall teach according to the 
Apology or Confession, I for my person see no reason for refusing 
a concordia. In the second place, since they clearly confess that 
Christ’s body and blood are truly and essentially offered, received, 
and eaten in the bread, etc., — where their heart stands, as the words 
sound, I at this time would not know how to repudiate their words. 
In the third place, since this matter from the beginning has torn 
deep and wide holes, so that among those on our side the belief will 
hardly find entrance that they mean it as honestly as their words 
are written, and since there is a strong fear that some of them are 
still hostile to our name and faith, I regard it as necessary and good 
that the concordia be not concluded too hastily in order that they may 
not be hurried and that no discord be aroused among those of our 
side.” (17, 2057 f.) 

While Bucer was active among his friends in Southern Germany, 
Melanchthon was doing everything in his power to promote the cause 
of the proposed concordia in Wittenberg and elsewhere. Johann 
Brenz for a while had serious misgivings about the entire matter, and 
it seems that Osiander likewise took a negative attitude, as did 
Urbanus Rhegius. A letter from the latter, addressed to the preachers 
of Augsburg, dated July 14, 1535, and one from Justus Jonas to the 
same addressees, dated July 19, 1535, did much to further the cause 
of a union in the truth. 

The status controversiae was by this time known to all concerned; 
for Luther had pointed out time and again that the Scriptures cannot 
be understood in any other way than as speaking of the real presence 
of the body and blood of Christ in the Sacrament, substantialiter et 
corporaliter, and yet not per transsubstantiationem or consubstan- 
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tiationem, or impanationem, or subpanationem, but by virtue of a 
sacramental union, so that all communicants, both believers and 
unbelievers, receive His body and blood in, with, and under the bread 
and wine. 

Before we conclude our historical sketch, it should be noted that 
Luther tried to avoid all personal matters in the controversy, while 
at the same time he insisted with all seriousness on upholding the 
full truth of the Word of God. In his letters, opinions, and treatises 
on the question we find expressions such as the following: “Let God 
be my witness. I would, if that were possible, gladly buy off (gerne 
abkaufen) this dissension with my body and blood (even if I had 
more than one body).” (17, 2051.) “Therefore I beg you on your 
part to be persuaded that I desire this concord with such fervor as 
I desire the Lord Jesus Christ to be evermore gracious to me. And 
do not doubt that, as much as in me lies, nothing can be demanded 
of me or can be commanded me which I would not gladly and happily 
do and suffer. Let us continue, and God, softened by our prayers and 
fervent pleading, will complete what He has begun, so that it may 
be a firm and enduring union, without any misgiving or offense. 
Amen.” (17, 2075.) “I now dare firmly to hope that this our concord 
will be a pure and lasting one. May He complete it who has begun it, 
namely, God the Father, the God of peace and of concord, for the 
sake of Jesus Christ, His Son, our Lord!” (17, 2076.) “I want you 
to believe that you have given me great joy with your zeal for our 
econcordia; if I did not also desire it from my heart, I should not 
have devoted myself to it in such a measure.” (17, 2080.) 

Matters having proceeded to this stage, the development took 
place with a fair degree of rapidity. According to the report of 
Johann Bernhardi of Frankfort, the South German theologians left 
Frankfort on May 10, 1536, arriving at Eisenach on May 13, where 
they waited for Luther for three days. Since he, however, was 
prevented by the after-effects of a recent illness from making the 
journey, the company of theologians, consisting of Bucer and Capito 
of Strassburg, Frecht of Ulm, Otther of Esslingen, Wolfhardt and 
Musculus of Augsburg, Schuler of Memmingen, Bernhardi of Frank- 
fort, Germani of Fuerfeld, Matthew Alber and Schradius (Schra- 
dinus) of Reutlingen, to whom must be added Zwick of Constance, 
although he was merely an associate at the conference, proceeded to 
go to Wittenberg. The Swiss theologians did not come in person, 
but sent best wishes. On May 21 the entire company arrived in 
Wittenberg together with Melanchthon and Cruciger, who had gone 
out to meet them, also Myconius and Menius, who had joined their 
group on the way. Myconius, like Bernhardi, prepared a detailed 
account of the proceedings, from which the following statements are 
especially noteworthy: “Luther declared that he desired nothing more 
than that an honest, steadfast, true union might again be established 
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among us.... His opinion was that it would be better to leave the 
matter in statu quo than to make the whole wrangle, evil and bad as 
it was, a hundredfold worse by a feigned and colored concordia. And 
even if we could deceive the world, yet the eyes and ears of the Lord, 
who hears all things, could not be deceived. ... Luther repeated 
with great seriousness, as is his wont, that there should be a true con- 
cord or none at all.” (17, 2090 ff.) 

The discussion reached its climax on May 23, in Luther’s home, 
when Bucer declared that the body and the blood of Christ, the 
natural, essential body, was received in Holy Communion, not only 
with the heart, but also with the mouth of those who received it, 
worthily unto salvation, unworthily unto damnation. After some 
further discussion Luther and his company withdrew into another 
room in order to determine whether all were satisfied with the position 
as stated by Bucer. This having been ascertained, it was decided to 
inquire once more whether the other colloquents confessed that the 
very bread which is given to the unworthy (as Paul calls them) by 
the servant of Christ with the words of Christ, who has instituted 
it (the Sacrament), was truly the body of Christ. The account of 
Myconius continues: “Since they now confessed that upon which the 
matter depended, namely, that the bread is the body of Christ, by 
the power and might of Christ, who instituted it and therefore has 
said and promised it by His divine majesty, no matter whether the 
unworthy abuse it or the worthy use it properly, there is now peace 
and concord between us who were there assembled.” (17, 2098.) This 
agreement, which became Article I in the resolutions, and other points 
discussed and accepted, were then embodied in a document called 
Formula Concordiae, or articles of the concordia which were com- 
pared, agreed upon, and subsequently subscribed to, by the theologians 
of both parties. (17, 2087 ff.) The names appearing as subscribers 
are Capito, Bucer, Frecht, Otther, Wolffart (Wolfhardt), Musculus, 
Schueler, Bernhardi, German, Alberus, Schradinus, Luther, Jonas, 
Creutziger, Bugenhagius, Melanchthon, Moenius, and Myconius. 
Thus the matter was brought to a God-pleasing end. 

The concord which had thus been established between Wittenberg 
and Southern Germany was never disturbed by Luther. As for Bucer, 
who labored very diligently to have the Wittenberg Concordia ac- 
cepted in Strassburg and the surrounding country, he could not deny 
his proclivity for compromises and uncertain adjustments even now. 
He still tried to bring the Swiss theologians into the agreement as 
now acknowledged, a procedure which brought him under the sus- 
picion of being insincere or double-tongued. As for Luther, his later 
letters to Bucer, especially two dated October 14, 1539, show that he 
had the highest regard for his office and his ability and that he ap- 
preciated highly the fact of Bucer’s keeping him informed concerning 
conditions in Strassburg and elsewhere. P. E. KRETzZMANN. 
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Der Sdhriftgrund fiir die Lehre von der satisfactio vicaria. 
(Fortjegung.) 


905.1,29: Am nadften Tage fieht Johannes FEfum 
gufidh fommend undfpridt: SGiehe das Lamm Gottes, 
Das tragt die Giinde der Welt. 

Nach dem Zujammenhang hatte Sohannes der Taufer eben den 
Abgejandten deS Hohen Rates eine flare Antwort auf ihre Fragen ge- 
geben. Gr hatte ihnen gefagt, dak er nicht Chrijtus fei noc) Elias nod 
der bejondere Prophet, defjen KRommen getwifje Schriftgelehrten ihrem 
Volf auf Grund mebhrerer alttejtamentliden Stellen borausgefagt Hatten. 
Sohannes hatte die Whgefandten auch hingeiwiefen auf die Kefaiasftelle, 
die ihn als den Vorlaufer des Heilandes begeicnete. Und nun berichtet 
der Changelijft Johannes gleichfam wie in einer Chronif, was am fol- 
genden Tage gejdah. Yohannes der Taufer war, wie gewshnlic, mit 
Der Ausiibung de3 ihm befohlenen Dienjtes befdaftigt, als er SCjum 
auf fic) gufommen fab. 

Und nun Halt der Herold de HErrn feine eingigartige Predigt; 
mun Tegt er fein tunderbares Zeugnis von Chrijto ab. Er weit gleid- 
fam mit Fingern auf ibn; er fordert alle, die in der Nahe weilten, auf, 
ifre Mugen auf den gu richten, der fich hier naht: Siehe das 
Lamm Gottes! Das Lamm Gottes, 6 duvdc tod deot, nennt 
er den Heiland. C3 ift begeichnend, dak der Apoftel, der in der 
Apofalypfe ausfdliehlich das Wort deviov fiir ,Qamm” gebraudt, an 
Diejer Stelle Das Wort dvds gefebt hat. Dies ijt, felbjt wenn Johannes 
der Taufer aramaifd geredet hat, ein flarer Hinweis darauf, dah er 
wef.53,7 im Ginne gehabt hat. Ya, das ijt die Stelle deS Alten 
Xeftament3, in der der Prophet mit iiberiwaltigender Klarheit bon dem 
Opfer de$ Sohnes Gottes redet. Cine weitere Beftatigung hierfiir 
finden wir in der Tatfade, dak Wt. 8,32, in dem Bitat aus den LXX, 
gleichfall3 das Wort duvds fteht und dak auch Petrus, 1 Petr. 1, 19, ohne 
Biveifel die Yefaiasitelle im Ginne hatte, die er dort gum Teil para- 
phrafiert. Ba, Chrijtus ijt Das Lamm; er ift der cingige, der diefe 
Vezeichnung, diefen Titel, voll und ganz verdient und auf fich antwwenden 
fann. edes Opferlamm hes Alten Teftamentes, und fonderlich dad 
Paffahlamm, das in jeder israelitifhen Familie jedes Sahr dargebracht 
twurde, war ein Vorbild de3 einen groken Paljahlammes, das der 
UWpojtel 1 Kor. 5,7 to xdoxa nennt: Wir haben auc ein Paffablamm, 
das ift Chriftus, fiir uns geopfert. 

Gottes Lamm ijt die Vegeichnung Kohannis de3 Taufers, indem 
Beod jedenfallS genitivus subiectivus ijt. Cr ijt da3 Lamm, da3 Gotte 
gugebort, das in der innigften Beziehung gu Gott fteht. Und Gott 
hat Chrijtum, dies Pafjablamm, in die Welt gefandt; er hat ihn gum 
Opfer beftimmt. Chrijtus ijt nicht nur, wie er felber fagt, bom Vater 
ausgegangen und fommen in die Welt, fondern Gott hat ihn gegeben, 
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pabingegeben, gum Opfer an der Menfdjen Statt beftimmt, Jef. 53,4—T7. 
Chriftus hat nach dem Rat Gottes fein Erlifungswerf getan; in ihm 
ijt die etwige Whficht Gottes, der etwige Liebesratfdhlup, gur Ausfihrung 
gefommen. 

Und mit diefem Gedanfen ijt der de3 Relativfabkes auf da engite 
periniipft: das tragt die Giitnde Der Welt. Weil Chrijtus 
pas Lamm Gottes ijt, teil er dagu beftimmt war fdon von Ciwigfeit, 
Darum gefdhah an ifm, was Jef.53 geweisfagt war. Als das redhte 
geduldige Schlachtlammlein hat er fich dem unterjtellt, was ndtig war 
zur Losfaufung der Welt. Das Verbum aigew hat dabei einen dop- 
pelten Ginn. Cinmal bedeutet e3 ,,heben, tragen, auf fic) nehmen”. 
Das hat Chrijtus getan. Cr hat die Siinde auf fich genommen und fie 
getragen; er hat fie fic) gurechnen laffen; er hat die Siinde famt der 
Schuld und Strafe getragen. Gein ganger Crdentvandel, nicht nur fein 
Leiden und Sterben, war ein Tragen und Biipen. Er trug alle Miihfal 
diefes Erdenleben3; damit hat er die Folgen der Siinde getragen, und 
aivar uns, der Welt, gugut. Bum andern bedeutet das Verbum aber 
auc) ,twegnehmen”. Chrijtt Tragen unferer Gitnde war ein Tragen 
cum effectu. Gr hat hinausgefiihrt, tas er unternommen hatte. Cr 
hat wirklich billig abgetragen, billig abgebiiRt, was er in unferer Stell- 
vertretung tun wollte. Gein lester Ruf am Kreuz ,,€3 ijt vollbracht!“ 
war cin SiegeSruf, Der der gangen Welt verfiindigte: ,Nch habe vol- 
lendet das Werf, das du mir gegeben Haft, dak ic’S tun follte’, 
Soh. 17, 4. 

Von groker Wichtigkeit fiir das rechte Verjtandnis der Stelle ijt 
auch die VBezeichnung ,,die Siimde”, h duagtia. Nohannes der Taufer — 
und ifm nach Johannes der Changelijt — rebdet hier nicht fomwoh! von 
cingelnen Febhlern, fondern er twirft alles, alle Schuld und Untugend 
deS gangen menfdhlicen Gefchledhi3, auf einen grofen Haufen und 
nennt e3 Die Siinde, GSiinde namlid als Abirren vom Wege des 
gottlichen Rechtes, als ein Febltreten, ein Whtreten vom Pfade defjen, 
was in Gottes Augen recht und gut ijt. Wlles, was je auf Erden in 
Diefer Hinficht gefehlt worden ijt, wird hier gufammengenommen in dem 
Wusdru€ die SGiinde. C8 ijt gleichfam nichts als Siinde, nichts 
al3 itbertretung, nichts als Whirrung, was das Opferlamm bor fich fieht, 
was e3 auf fic) nimmt und tragt, was e3 Hhinwegnimmt. Wir fehen 
wiederum, Dak der Schreiber die Yefaiasftelle im Cinne Hat, wo der 
Prophet fo bitterlich flagt: ,,.Wir gingen alle in der Srre wie Shafe, 
ein jeglicher fah auf feinen Weg; und der HErr warf unfer aller 
Giinde auf ihn.“ 

Sa, unfer aller; denn Hier ift das Lamm Gottes, das die 
Giinde Der Welt tragt. Dabei wird xdopos in feiner Bedeutung als 
»die ganze Menfdjheit” gebraucht. Alle Menfden ohne Ausnahme find 
vor Gott der Siinde fculdig, find darum unter dem Fluch der Verz 
dDammniz. Wher hier wird Har gefagt, daB Chrijtus, das Lamm Gottes, 
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eben der Welt Side tragt, der Welt Siinde hintwegninimt. ic 
Gott die Welt geliebt hat, dak er feinen ecingebornen Sohn gab, fo 
hat Gott nun aud die Welt durch ihn erloft. Wie alle Menfcjen 
Gitnder find, fo find aud) alle Menfdjen durch das Opfer Chrijti erlijt. 
Die Erlofjung ijt eine Tatjadhe; fie liegt vor allen Menfdhen bereit; 
fie ijt gefdheben. Chrijtus ijt der Siindentrager, und in ihm haben 
wir unfere bolle Erlifung. B.C. K. 
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Beidhtrede, 
sehalten auf der Delegatenfynode gu Cleveland, O., am 25. Juni 1935. 


Gedenfet an die vorigen Tage! Hebr. 10, 32. 
Qn Chrijto JEju herglid geliebte Veidtende! 

/Serfudet euch felbjt, ob ihr im Glauben jeid; priifet euch felbjt!“ 
fo ruft Gott der Heilige Geijt durch den Apojtel Paulus allen Chrijten gu. 

Wile Chrijten, ob Manner oder Weiber, ob jung oder alt, ob 
Pajtoren oder Laien, follen aljo eine Selbjtpriifung anjtellen. Gie follen 
fich fragen: Wie fteht e3 mit un, mit unferm Glauben, mit unferm 
Chrijtentum? GStehen wir noc) in unferer Taufgnade? Befinden wir 
un3 noc) auf dem femalen Weg, der gum Leben fiihrt? 

C@hrijten haben ja hier auf Crden feine bleibende Stadt. Gie find 
hienieden nur Pilger, nur Reifende. Wie diejenigen unter un, die per 
Automobil zur Synode nach Cleveland reijten, fich untertweg3 umfahen, 
ob fie fich auch auf dem rechten Weg befanden und in der rechten Ritung 
fubren, fo follen auch Chrijten Umfdau halten, ob fie fic) auf dem 
rechten Weg, auf dem Weg gum Himmel, befinden oder ob fie davon 
abgetwichen oder anftatt bormart3- riidtwartsgegqangen find. 

Cine folche Selbjtpriifung jollen Chrijten oft anftellen. Tagtaglicd 
follen fie in ifr Herg und Leben jchauen und fich genau nach Gottes 
Wort priifen, ob fie noch im redhten, lebendigen Glauben jtehen und 
auch der Heiligung nadjagen. Chrijten bediirfen einer folch taglichen 
Selbjtpriifung. Wer da meint, er bediirfe ihrer nicht, der befindet fic 
fdon auf dem Brriveg. 

Dod nach Gottes Wort follen Chrijten fich nicht nur iiberhaupt 
taglich pritfen, fondern auch gang befonders dann, twenn fie zum heiligen 
Abendmabh! gehen wollen. Yn begug auf den Abendmabhlsgang fdhreibt 
ja der Apoftel Paulus: ,,Der Menfch priife aber fich felbjt, und alfo effe 
er bon Ddiefem Brot und trinfe bon diefem Reld.“ Da ifr, geliebte 
Veichtende, heute abend gum Tifch des HErrn gehen wollt, fo priift cud 
an der Sand des verlefenen Terte3. Diefer ruft euch gu: 

Wir fragen: nGedenfet an die vorigen Tage!” 
1.%n weldhe Tage follen wir gedenfen? 
2. Barum follen wir an fie gedenfen? 
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,@edenfet an die borigen Tage!” fo ruft der heilige Schreiber in 
unferm Text den Chrijten feiner Beit gu. Yene Chrijten atten ihren 
Glauben und ihren Heiland befannt und muften nun um ibres Glau-z 
bens und Befenntnijjes willen einen gropen Kampf erdulden. Daran 
erinnert der heilige Schreiber fie, indem er ifnen guruft: ,,Gedenfet 
an die borigen Tage!“ Die Tage alfo, an die fie gedenfen follten, 
paren Tage in ihrem Leben. 

Auch wir follen, und gwar gerade beim Whendmahlsgang, an die 
porigen Tage in unferm Leben denfen. Da denfen mir denn gundadjt 
an den Tag unferer Geburt. Was fagt uns Gottes Wort davon? Gind 
wir als gute, fromme, beilige Menfden auf die Welt gefommen, oder 
jind wir fdjon von Geburt Giinder? David Flagt: ,,Siehe, ich bin 
aus fiindlichem Gamen gegeuget, und meine Mutter hat mich in Sinden 
empfangen.” Der HErr YEfus fagt: ,Was bom Fleijch geboren ijt, 
das ijt Fleifdh.” 8 ijt wahr: Der erjte Menfdh, Adam, ijt nach Gottes 
Ghenbild erfchaffen worden, heilig und gerecdht; aber alS er in Siinde 
fiel, verlor er jenes Cbhenbild und geugte Kinder nach feinem Bild, 
Rinder, die ihm Ghunlich waren. Und fo fteht e3 bi auf den Heutigen 
Tag. Sa, wir find {chon bon Natur Siinder. GSehon bon Natur ijt das 
ganze Haupt franf und das gange Herz matt. Schon von Natur ijt 
nidts Gefundes an uns, fondern nur Wunden und Striemen und 
Giterbeulen. 

Da find ferner die Tage unferer RKindheit, die Tage unferer Buz 
gend. Waren iwir da, was wir Hatten fein follen? Haben mir da 
Gottes Gebote gehalten und feinen Willen jtets getan? Waren wir 
da fromm und gottesfiirdhtig, oder haben wir da auch gefiindigt? C3 ijt 
wahr, die Welt fagt: ,Yugend hat feine Tugend!” das heikt, Frommigz 
feit foll man bon der Sugend weder eriwarten noc fordern. Wber wenn 
Kinder Tiigen oder ungehorjam find oder heimlich ettvas nehmen, twas 
inen nicht gehirt, oder unfeufch find oder flucjen und fdjelten, fo itber- 
treten fie Gottes Gebote, fo fiindigen fie. Daher fagt auch Gottes Wort: 
,Das Didten und Trachten des menfdhlicken Hergen3 ift boje von 
Sugend auf.” Seremias Hagt: 8h muk leiden den Hohn meiner 
Sugend.“” Und Hiob ruft aus: ,Du willft mich umbringen um der 
Sinden twillen meiner Sugend.“” Sa, geliebte Beichtende, in den Tagen 
unjerer Rindheit, in den Tagen unferer Sugend, haben auch twir leider 
gar oft gefiindigt und Gott fchwer beleidigt. 

Doch wie fteht e3 mit den Tagen unfers Manne3- und unjers 
Greifenalters? Waren wir da ohne Siinde und Mijfetat? Gaben wir 
da Gottes Gebote vollfommen gehalten und ftets feinen Willen getan? 
Was fagt die Schrift? Der Prediger ruft aus: ,C3 ijt fein Menfd 
auf Erden, der Gutes tue und nicht fiindige.“ Hiob fragt: ,Wer will 
einen Reinen finden bei denen, da Feiner rein ijt?”  Sefaias flagt: 
» Wir find allefamt wie die Unreinen, und alle unfere Geredhtigfeit 
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ijt wie ein unflatig Kleid.” St. Paulus fagt, und der war ein Prediger: 
nt) wei, DaB in mir, das ijt, in meinem Fleijde, wohnet nichts 
Gutes.... Das Gute, das ich will, das tue ich nicht, fondern das Bife, 
Das ich nicht will, das tue ih.“ Und Yohanne3s, der Apojtel der Liebe, 
aud) ein Prediger, fdhreibt: ,So wir fagen, wir haben feine Giinde, 
fo verfiihren tir und felbjt, und die Wahrheit ijt nicht in uns.” 

Und ijt e3 nicht fo, geliebte Beidtende? GSagt, haben twir in allen 
Noten und Triibjalen jtets das rechte Gottvertrauen gehabt? GSind wir 
nie neidifcdh, gornig oder radgierig gewefen, fondern haben un3 im 
Umgang mit andern ftet3 der Freundlichfeit, ber Demut, der Sanftmut 
befleiBigt? SHaben wir nicht dann und wann Arges in unferm Gergen 
twider unfern Nachften gedacht? Sind nidt aud) aus unferm Herzen 
arge Gedanfen gefommen? Surg, haben wir alle Gebote Gottes voll- 
fommen gehalten in Begierden, Gedanfen, Worten und Werken? Ach, 
unfer eigen Getwifjen bezgeugt e3 un3, dak wir auch in unferm Mannes- 
alter und Greifenalter nicht bollfommen getwefen find, fondern leider oft 
gefiindigt und Gott jchiwer beleidigt haben. 

Doh wir, die wir im Amte ftehen, follen nicht nur an die borigen 
Tage in unferm Leben gedenfen, fondern auch an die borigen Tage in 
unferm Wmte. 

Gott hat uns ja in ein hobhes, herrliches, wichtiges Wmt gefebt, in 
das heilige Predigt= oder Lehramt. Haben wir dies immer fo treu und 
gewiffenhaft bertwaltet, wie Gott e3 will? Haben wir uns ftets fo 
fleigig und genau auf unfere Predigten vorbereitet, wie tir eS Hatten 
tun follen? Waren unfere Rredigten ftets rechte Qehrpredigten? 
Haben twir ftets Gefeb und Coangelium recht geteilt? Haben wir ftcts 
den Unbupfertigen das Gefek in feiner gangen Scharfe und da3 Cban- 
geliuim in feiner gangen Giigigfeit vberfiindigt? War im Schule und 
Konfirmandenunterricht allegzeit unfer ernfte3 Bejtreben, die Kinder 3u 
SEfu gu fiihren und fie im Glauben und in der Liebe gu befeftigen? 
Haben wir ftet3 die recjte, gottgetwollte Seelforge getrieben? Haben 
wir immer fiir die uns anbvertrauten Geelen fleigig gebetet? Gind tir 
ifnen ftet3 ein leucdhtendes Vorbild getwefen? Haben wir unfere Ge- 
meinden in der Heiligung gefordert? Haben wir fie recht ergogen, 
fleigig gu fein gu guten Werfen und gerne und reicdhlid beigutragen 
fiir Rirdhe und Schule und Miffion und Synode? Ach, wer fann fagen, 
dak er fein fchtveres, beranttvortungspolles Amt in jeder Begiehung und 
gu aller Zeit fo treu bertwaltet hatte, wie er e3 hatte vertwalten follen? 
Haben wir nicht alle darin oft gefeblt? 

Sebht, geliebte Beichtende, das find die vorigen Tage in unferm 
Neben und in unferm Amte, an die wir im Lichte des Wortes Gottes, 
und givar gerade beim AWhendmahlsgang, gedenfen follen. Doh marum 
follen twir an DdDiefe borigen Tage gedenfen? 
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Sene Chrijten, denen der heilige Schreiber die Worte unjers Tertes 
guerjt gurief, follten an die borigen Tage in ihrem Leben gedenfen, 
damit fie nidt in ihren Noten und Triibjalen vergagen, jondern Ver- 
gebung ihrer Giinden erlangen und in ihrem Glauben gejtarft werden 
modten. 

Auch wir, geliebte Veichtende, follen an die vorigen Tage in unferm 
Leben und Wmte gedenfen, damit wir nicht in unferer Gitndennot ver- 
gzagen, fondern Vergebung unferer Giinden erlangen und in unferm 
Glauben geftarft werden. 

8 ijt wahr, durch das blofe Gedenfen an feine Gitnde erlangt 
man night Vergebung. Unglaubige, gottlofe Menfden gedenfen ja auch 
gutveilen an ire Giimden, aber fie freuen fic) daritber oder alten fie 
boc) fiir etivas Geringes, fiir fleine Gebrechen, die der allgiitige Vater 
im Simmel itberfehen werde. Bei ihnen ijt feine Spur bon Reue und 
gottlicher Traurigfeit gu finden. Durd das bloke Gedenfen an ihre 
Giinden haben fie nicht Vergebung erlangt. Chenfotwenig twie ein tief 
Verfehuldeter feine Schulden dadurch loswird, dak e3 ihm [eid tut, dap 
er fie gemacht hat, oder ebenfowenig wie einem Mifjetater die verdiente 
Strafe deSwegen erlajfen twird, tweil er mit Schrecfen daran gedentt, 
ebenfowenig erlangt man durd das bloge Gedenfen an feine Gitnde 
Vergebung derfelben. 

Und doch muf der, twelcher der Vergebung feiner Sinden teilhaftig 
werden twill, erft an diecfelben gedenfen. Wer nicht an feine Siinden 
gedenft, und gwar mit herglider Reue und Leid, der gedenft und achtet 
aud) nicht der Vergebung derfelben; twem die Siinde im Gewwijjen nod 
nicht aufgewacht ijt, der liegt noch im geijtliden Tod; wer feine Siinde 
fiihlt, der fragt auch nicht nach dem Gitnderheiland. 

Wher twer feine Giinde erfennt, [ebendig erfennt; wer mit Angft 
und Gehrecten an fie gedenft; twer fich entjebt bor der Menge und 
Groge feiner Sinden und daher mit dem Dichter feufgt: 

Wo foll ich fliehen hin, 

Weil ic) befdweret bin 

Mit viel und grogen Siinden? 

Wo fann ic) Rettung finden? 

Wenn alle Welt herfime, 

Mein’ Wngft fie nicht wegnihme, 
der wird fich Dann auch gu SEfu, dem Siinderheiland, treiben laffen; 
der wird Dann auch mit David flehen: ,OErr, gedenfe nicht der Sinden 
meiner Jugend und meiner itbertretung; gedenfe aber mein nach deiner 
Barmbergigfeit um deiner Giite twillen”; der wird fich freuen, wenn er 
hort: Das Blut FEju Chrifti, de3 Sohnes Gotte3, mat uns rein 
bon aller Giinde” und wird dann aud) glaubig da3 Wort der Abfolution 
fis) gueignen: ,,Set getrojt, mein Sohn, deine Sinden find dir ber- 
geben.” Und tenn er dann gum Tifch de3 HErrn geht und da unter 
dem gefegneten Brot und Wein Chrijtt Leib und Blut empfangt als ein 

23 
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Unterpfand der Vergebung feiner Siinden, fo wird er im Glauben ge- 
ftarft und der Vergebung jeiner Sinden recht gewik gemadt. 

Wohlan, geliebte Veidtende, fo lat uns denn alfo gum Tijd des 
HErrn gehen, eingedenf deS Wortes: ,Die Clenden follen efjen, 
Daf fie fatt werden.” Lat un3 gedenfen an unfere Giinden, aber vor 
allem an unfern Seiland, der uns durd) fein Leiden und Sterben die 
Vergebung unferer Sinden eriworben hat und fie un3 im Wort und 
Gaframent anbietet, darreicht und verfiegelt. Lakt uns feft glauben 
feinem Wort: Mehmet hin und effet! Das ijt mein Leib, der fiir euch 
gegeben wird. Nehmet hin und trinket! Das ijt mein Blut, das fiir 
euch) bergofien wird zur Vergebung der Gitnden.“” Dann werden tir 
aud neue Kraft und neuen Mut empfangen, die Siinde zu meiden und 
unjerm Heiland in unferm Amt und Beruf treu gu dienen. Das ber- 
lethe er un3 allen um feiner Liebe willen! %Wmen. 

Milwaukee, Wis. Ostar Raifer. 


<j 
—or 





Dispofitionen iiber die erfte von der Synodalfonferens 
angenommene Cyvangelienrcife. 


Jubilate. 
Mark. 2, 18—22. 

Subilate heiRt nach altfirchlicem Braud) der heutige Sonntag. 
Subilate ijt das Anfangsiwort des Cingangsverfes, womit nach Pf. 66, 1 
an Ddiefem Tag der GotteSdienft feinen Anfang nahm. Lubilate heipt 
»Subilfiert, jauchgt, freut euch!“ Wabhre HerzenSfreude nach grofer 
Traucr hat der Heiland den GSeinigen verheipen. Diefe Freude hat 
mit- Der Wuferjtehung Chrifti ifren Wnfang genommen. Diefe Freude 
dDurchbricdht immer twieder alle Trauer bei den Chrijten. 


Hreude, nidjt Traurigfeit, die herridjende Stimmung bet Chriften, 
1. weil Der GSeiland bei ifnen ift; 
2. weil er ifnen das Herz ernenuert hat. 


1, 

B.18. Die Pharifaer und die Viinger de3 Yohannes fafteten viel. 
Lert, auch Luf. 5,33. Gott hatte den Yuden geboten, einmal im Jabr, 
namlicd am grofen BVerfdhnungstage, gu fajten; die Pharifaer aber 
nbiel”. ert und Luf.5,33; 18,12. Das Faften gehorte bet ifnen 
gu den Werfen und Regeln, die fie fiir verdienftlic) hielten und bon 
denen fie fic) immer mehr aufluden. Gie twollten eben durch ihr Fajten 
und Gauerfehen, Matth. 6, 16, vor den Leuten fromm und feilig 
fdeinen. Weil nun BEjus und feine Ginger nicht fafteten, machten 
fie ihm daraus einen Bortwurf. Diefen Vortwurf fleideten fie in die 
Form einer Frage: BV. 18. 

Wie antwortet nun der HErr auf ihr Murren? B. 19.20. Alfo 
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Sreude, nidjt Trauer, ijt die herrjdjende Stimmung bet Chrijten. ,God- 
zeitsleute”; vl. Matth. 22,2. JEjus ijt der Brautigam; die ihm 
angebiren, find jetne Braut. Cr hat jie erforen, fic) mit ihnen bver- 
mablt, vertraut, Hof.2,19.20. Sie haben Bue getan und jtehen 
bet Gott in Gnaden. Bei ihm haben fie Vergebung der GSiinden, 
Matth. 9,2. Sie twiffen und glauben, dag er dagu in die Welt ge- 
fommen ijt. Cr und fie haben beiderfeitig Lujt und Freude aneinander, 
Xef.62,4.5; Gobel. 4,9. Sie freuen fic) itber feine Perfon; er ift 
ix Gott und HErr. Gie freuen fich, wenn fie feine Stimme horen. 
,Oa ift die Stimme meines Freundes”, Hobhel.2,8. Gie freuen fid 
an feinem GefeB und feinen Zeugniffen, Pj.1,2; 119, 24.72. 104. 
Yn groker Liebe ijt er ihnen gugetan, in feiner Dahingabe fiir fie an 
den Tag gelegt, Eph. 5,25. Er redet freundlic&h und holdfelig, Pj. 45, 3; 
Matth. 11,28—30. Und er ijt bei ihnen. Darum fonnen fie nicht 
fajten, traurig fein, V.19; Yef.61,10; Gab. 4,18; Pj. 9,3. 

Qwar ftellt jich auch bet den Chrijten gumeilen Traurigfeit ein; 
aber das gefchieht nur, tvenn dce3 Brautigams Gnadengegentwart ihnen 
perborgen ijt. Go twar e3 bei den Diingern, V.20. Da waren fie 
traurig, Soh. 16,20. Wber arch das tare nicht notig getvefen, twenn 
fie nur bedacht Hatten, warum er ifnen genommen fourde, und dap er 
do: Soh. 16,22. Mach feiner Wuferjtehung tar er ja immer bei 
ibnen, nicht immer ficdjtbar, dDennoch perfinlich und aud durd fein Wort 
und feinen Geift, wie verheigen. Da iwar ihre Trauer in Freude ver-z 
fehrt. Mit dem Grup ,,Friede fei mit euch!” tritt er noch heute durch 
Wort und Gaframent unter die Seinen, ijt bet ihnen mit feiner Gnade. 
Wo das Changelium gepredigt und die Gaframente veriwaltet twerden, 
da ijt er felber, Quf. 10,16. Gr hat gefagt: Matth. 28,20. Das ijt 
Urfache gur Freude. Wenn man das tweif und glaubt, dann ijt Freude 
die herrfcende Stimmung bet uns. Und wenn der HErr fdeinbar fein 
Antlig verbirgt, tenn e3 dunfel wird in Triibfal und die Chrijten 
meinen, der HErr fet nicht mit ihnen, auch dann ijt er bet ihnen; fie 
jollen dann nur fein Wort zur Hand nehmen, Pj. 31,8—10; uf. 1, 
46.47.49.50; Bef.61,10. Lied 259,2.3; 251,6; 262,1. Das 
fonnen Chrijten, denn SCfus gibt ihnen die Kraft dagu. 


2. 


B. 21.22. Was will der HErr damit fagen? Dies: Yhr Phari- 
jaer und Yohannisjiinger habt noch das alte Kleid an; durch Werke 
de3 Gejebes, twogu ihr noch allerlet Regeln Hingudichtet, wie die bom 
Sajten, wollt ihr euch Geredhtigkeit vor Gott verdienen; Werke, die 
aud ein untwiedergeborner Menfd tun fann, find eure Geredhtigfeit, 
euer Reid; dies Kleid ijt aber morjd und gerriffen, e3 det eure 
Sdhande und Blife vor Gott nidt, Jef. 64, 6. Ya, ihr feid alten 
Schlauden gleid, feid untwiedergeborne Menfdjen, in die der Wein des 
Cbangeliums, die Lehre bon der freien Gnade Gottes, nidt pakt. Yr 
wollt eud) auch nicht erneuern lajfen, fondern twollt bet eurer alten 





856 Di8pofitionen iiber die erfte Evangelienreihe der Synodalfonfereng. 


Weife bleiben. Das neue Tuch de3 Cvangeliums pat nicht gu dem 
alten Kleid eurer Selbjtgeredhtigfeit; menn eud) auch das Evangelium 
gepredigt wird, der Wein wird verfdhiittet, und ihr fommt um, oh. 8, 
21.24. et meinen Siingern, bei denen, die mir angehiren, ijt das 
ander3. Die haben nicht bloR Lappen, Teile der Wahrheit, fondern 
haben die volle Wahrheit angenommen; fie haben meine Geredhtigfeit. 
Der Wein, das Evangelium, hat ihnen das Herz erneuert; fie find 
Darum auch dDanfbar fiir alle Gnade, die ihnen angeboten wird. Go 
find fie friblid, nicht traurig, braudjen nicht mit Tangen Gefidtern 
einhergugefen. 

Chrijten finnen nicht anhaltend traurig fein. Freude ift die 
herrfdende Stimmung bei ifnen. Ob fie auch ihrer Sinden und anderer 
Wideriwartigfeiten wegen gutveilen trauern, fo haben fie doch Frieden 
mit Gott, erlangen Vergebung der Siinden durd) da3 im Glauben an- 
genonmmene Ghangelium. Gie gehen einher in dem bollen Schmue der 
Gerechtigfeit Chrifti, Sef.61,10. Lied 412,1; 246,5. Gie befennen: 
Sef.15,15. An ihnen geht in Erfiillung: Yef.12,3. GSooft fie inne- 
werden, tvaS fie alles an ihrem Heiland haben, miifjen fie alle befennen: 
Soh. 1,16. Darum auch: Pj.97,11. Chrijti Geijt, der durch das 
Cvangelium gu ihnen fommt und bet ihnen wobhnt, ijt ein Geift der 
sreude, Lied 141,6. Der ijt auch das Siegel und Pfand ihres Crbes, 
ihrer Erlojung, Eph. 1,14; 2Tim. 4,18. Gie wijfen, wenn diefe Er- 
ldfung fommt, dann wird nie wieder etwas ihre Freude jtiren, Sef. 
35,10; 51,11. Gelbjt dem Tode gegeniiber find fie gang getrojt und 
freudig. Wct.2,26. Lied 375, 8. 

Steht e3 fo bet dir? Tert, BV. 21.22. Bilt du in Chrijtt Gerech- 
tigfeit gefleidet? Sit dein Herz erneuert? empfanglich fiir den Freu- 
Dentvein? Halte dich zu den Gnadenmitteln! Bete: Lied 269, 1. 2. 

Ww. €. Klammer. 


Cantate. 
Yoh. 5, 19—29. 

Weil SCfus behauptet hatte, er fet dem Vater gleid, wollten die 
Suden ibn titen, V.18. Efus aber befteht darauf, dak er dem Vater 
gleich und wahrer Gott ijt. Auch heute Leugnen viele YEfu Gottheit; 
andere jagen, eS fomme nichts darauf an, ob man ihn fiir twahren 
Gott halte oder nicht. Aber wir Chrijten miifjen mifjen und glauben, 
DdDaBe BEfus twahrer Gott ijt. Conft haben wir feinen Heiland, der uns 
erlojt hat, ¥7.49, 8.9; fonft fonnen wir nicht fagen: ,Dein Blut, der 
edle Saft” uftv. (Lied 239,9.) Um diefe Erfenntnis bei uns gu ftarfen, 
twollen tir betracjen: 

JEju Werke bheweifen feine Gottheit. 
1. Er madt die Menfden felig. 
2. Er wmedt die Toten auf. 
3. Er halt Geridt iiber die Menfdmen. 
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1. 


Dak SEfus die Menfdjen felig macht, fehen wir aus BV.24. Alle 
Menjden find Siinder; Erbfiinde, Pj. 51,7; taglice Siinde, Pf. 14,3; 
Kred. 7,21. Wlle find unter dem Zorn Gottes und verdienen die etvige 
Verdammnis. Reiner fann fich felber helfen. Um das gang flargu- 
madden, heift e3: B.25. Hier find nicht leiblic) Tote gemeint, fondern 
geijtlic) Tote. So fchlimm jfteht es mit den Menfden, dag fie geiftlid 
tot find; fie fonnen fich nicht regen, um Gott gu gefallen und felig 
gu fwerden. 

Und diefe Menjchen, die bitten miifjen: Pj.143,2, macht FCjus 
jelig. Die follen dem Gericht nicht verfallen. Merfen wir genau auf 
die Worte in BV.24: Wer FEfu Wort hort, das Cvangelium von der 
Erldjung durch Chrijti Leiden und Sterben, wer das hort und glaubt, 
der twird felig. Der wird wohl zeitlich fterben, aber er dringt gum 
ewigen Leben hindurd. Ya, er hat fohon jebt das etwige Leben. Die 
Seligfeit befteht in Friede und Freude, Pf. 16,11; die Seligen erfennen 
Gott vollfommen, 1 Yoh. 3,2; fie loben Gott etwiglich, Offenb. 5,11. 12; 
fie find gerecht und heilig, Hebr. 12,23. Und die Glaubigen haben 
fon hier einen BVorgefdmack diejfer Seligfeit; fie haben Frieden mit 
Gott und ein rubiges Gewijfen; fie erfennen Gott aus der Schrift, 
fie oben Gott, fie jtreben nach der Heiligung. Und im Himmel! follen 
fie bollfommen felig fein. 


Das ijt SCfu Werk. Miijjen wir darum nicht glauben, dah er 
twahrer Gott ijt? WMenfehen fonnen fich felbjt nicht feliqg maden. Gie 
berjucjen e3 twobl, wie der Pharifaer im Tempel, aber e3 gelingt ihnen 
nicht. Weil YEfus die Werke Gottes tut, BV. 19.21, glauben wir, dak 
er wahrer Gott ijt. 


2. 


Das erfennen wir aber aud) daraus, dak YECjus die Toten erivect, 
%.28.29. Hier find leiblid) Tote gemeint. Weld eine wunderbare 
Lehre! Rein Menfdh hatte fie fich ausdenfen fonnen. Die vielen Men- 
fen, die feit Adams Beit gelebt haben und geftorben find und deren 
Leidhen in den Grabern Liegen, in3 Meer verfenft wurden, auf Feldern 
und in Waldern veriveft oder mit Feuer verbrannt worden find, die 
twerden wieder Teben. Seiner wird im Tode bleiben. Gie follen den- 
jelben Rirper haben, den fie hier gehabt haben, Hiob 19, 25—27. 

Sit das nicht ein tounderbares Werk, das FEfus tut? Rein Menfdh 
bermag einen toten Rdrper in einen Tebendigen gu berivandeln. Men- 
{hen haben fdon Grofartiges fertiggebracht und erfunden; aber Leben 
gu fdaffen, ijt ihnen nod nicht gelungen und wird ihnen nie gelingen. 
Das ijt Gottes Werk. Aber diefes gottlicje Werk ijt aud Beju Werf, 
%.26. Dak YEfus Leben fchaffen fann, hat er am Miingling zu Nain, 
an Yairi Tichterlein und an Lagarus gezeigt. Er wird e3 am Weltende 
an allen Toten zeigen. Gollen mir nicht glauben, dak der, tweldjer 
diefe gittliche Kraft befikt, auch wahrer Gott ift? 
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3. 

Endlich haben wir fiir unfern Glauben an YEfu Gottheit nod 
diefen Grund: B. 22.27. Die Menfchheit gu ridjten, ift ein Werk des 
grogen Gottes. Er hat die Gebote gegeben; er ijt e3, der Die Mifjctat 
ftraft oder die Siinde vergibt. Bwar hat Gott auch Richter auf Erden 
eingefebt, Die Obrigfeit; aber auch die rictet nur an Gottes Stelle, 
Rom. 13,1. Und nun hat Gott das Gericht feinem Sohn iibergeben. 
Wenn der Fiingfte Tag fommt, wird FEfus auf dem Richterjtuhl Gottes 
fiken, Wpojt. 10,42; 17,31. Alle Volker werden vor ihm verfammelt 
fein; fein Wort, das Ehangelium, wird der Makjtab des Gerichts fein, 
Soh. 12,48. Wile, die das Changelium mahrend ihres leiblichen Lebens 
im Glauben angenommen haben, werden felig; die Unglaubigen werden 
berdamimnt, 8.29; e8 find die Glaubigen, die Gutes tun, das Gott 
gefallt; die Werke der Unglaubigen miffallen ihm. 

Wenn nun YEfus diejes guttliche Vorredht de3 Ridtens ausiibt, 
follte un3 da noch der geringjte Biweifel an feiner Gottheit fommen? 
Wir wollen das glauben und befennen und uns durch feine Srrilehre 
davon abbringen laffen. Wir wollen nicht mit den Yuden, den Christian 
Scientists und den Modernijten meinen, man fonne den Vater alZ Gott 
anerfennen, aber nicht SCjum, B. 23. Wir wollen befennen mit 
Petrus: Matth. 16,16, mit Thomas: Yoh. 20,28 und mit der ganzen 
hrijtliden Kirde: 2. UWrtifel. &. MiedDner. 


Rogate. 
Ruf. 18, 1i—8. 


Rogate der Gebet3jonntag. Bt eS nobtig, einen befonderen Gebets- 
fonntag gu haben? Die Kirche hat eS offenbar fiir ndtig gehalten. 
Und damit folgt die Kirche der Heiligen Sdhrift; die Schrift ijt voll 
pon Wufforderungen gum Gebet. Das ift auffallend; folche Mabhnungen 
follten iiberfliijfig fein; offenbar jind fie e3 nicht. — Auch wir haben 
Dieje Mahnungen notiqg; wir beten gu twenig; wir fiben Lieber und 
qualen un$ mit Sorgen. Und wenn wir beten, fo ijt unfer Gebet oft 
nicht rechter Art. — Yafobus fagt auch bon uns: ,Qhr habt nicht, 
Darum dak ihr nicht bittet.” Wir wollen darum mit Freuden heute des 
HErrn Unterricht annehmen, wenn er un vorjtellt: 


Warum wir allezeit beten und nidt af werden follen. 

1. Beil das, mas uns gum Beten treibt, 
jo bitter ift; 

2. weil Der, gu Dem wir beten, unfer hHimmlifder 
Vater ift; 

8. weil Das, morum wir bitten, uns fo fider ijt. 
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1. 


Not lehrt beten. Wir follten auch ohne Not beten; dad ijt Gottes 
Wille. Chrijten beten auch aus dem Grunde, aber gewshnlid nicht 
fleigig noch anbaltend; darum Not. — Man ergabhle furg die Gejdhicdte 
‘ de3 Texted. Wuf verfdhiedene Weife deutet der HErr an, dak die Not 
He der Wittwe groB war. Wittwe — fie fteht allein. Widerfader — offen- ‘ 
bar macdhtig. ,Rette mich!” C3 handelt fich alfo fdier um Leben und 
Tod. Gie fommt immer wieder, obgleich fie merfen mufB, dak der Mi 
Richter ungerecht ijt; fo bergweifelt ijt fie, dDaR der Richter firrchtet, 
| fie méchte ihn itbertauben, ifm ein Leid antun. 

2 Der HErr will, wir follen erfernnen, wie groR unjere Not ijt. P 
q Mijjen wir das nicht fo? Nein; wir denfen gewshnlid nur an 3Zeit- 

4 lide Not. Die mag uns groR diimfen; aber wir haben bon Natur 
gar feine Bdee, toie gro® fte twirflich ijt; mir wiffen nicht, dak alle Not 
E bon einem madhtigen Widerjacder herfommt, bom Teufel. Wie fommt 
e3, dak Diejer Widerjacher Macht hat, und allerlet trbel gugufiigen? 
Das fommt bon der Siinde. 

Weil die Siinde die Wurzgel aller Not ijt, fo wird e3 nicht bei i" 
leiblicher Not bleiben; e3 handelt fich wirklich um Leben und Tod. Die 
Ginde fiihrt fehlieklich in die Verdammnis. Wo ijt Hilfe? Selber 
3 find wir madtlos. €3 fann uns nur einer helfen, der madtiger ijt Mi 
q al3 unfer Widerjfacher; das ijt Gott. Darum beten! 0 
q Das haben alle Heiligen getan. (Beifpiele.) Darum lapt Gott 
3 die geitliche Not grok twerden, dag wir unfere geiftliche Mot erfennen 
4 und in Gott unfern eingzigen Metter fehen. Golange die Not noch erz 
traglich ijt, fucht man fich felber gu elfen oder ift mablerifd und by 
flattert hierhin und dorthin. Wenn die eigenen Krafte erfdopft find 
und die Wafer bis an den Hals gehen, dann rechnet man nidt Tanger 
fondern ergreift die helfende Hand. 


2. 


Uber diirfen tir e3 Denn wagen, zu Gott gu beten? — Der Richter, 
gu dem die Witwe geht, ijt ungerecht, dDurd und durch felbjtfiichtig. : 
Gr war wohl als folcher befannt, und die Wittwe ijt nicht gern gu ihm : 
gegangen; twenn fie nod) Auswahl gehabt hatte, hatte fie ihm twobhl 
nicht ihre Not geflagt. Aber er hat die Macht und nad feinem Amt 
auch die Pflicht, hr gu helfen; und die Witwe vertraut auf ihr gutes 
Recht. Darum Halt fie auch an mit Bitten, felbft nacdjdem e3 offenbar ijt, 
der Richter mill nicht Helfen. 

Der, gu dem wir beten, ijt der Hidhfte Ridter. Er ijt nidt un- % 
geredjt; er ift abfolut gerecht. Wher gerade darum ift er uns fdredlid; 
denn wir haben bor ifm fein gute3 Recht. Wir haben nur Strafe 
berdient. Wie diirfen mir nun noch obendrein um Hilfe bitten? 3 ‘ 
{dheint tiricht gu fein, mit Bitten vor ihn zu fommen. Aber —. 
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Es ijt etwas gefdehen, was das Verhaltnis gwifden uns und 
unjerm Gott geandert hat. BEfus fagt, wir find feine Wuserivahlten. 
Er, YEjus, hat unfere Sdhuld, die uns von Gott trennte, aus dem 
Wege geraumt. Nun ftehen wir wieder in demfelben Verhalinis 3u 
Gott wie Adam und Cha bor dem Fall. Cr ift unjer Lieber himmlijder 
Vater, wir find feine lieben Kinder. Und auf feine baterlice Liebe 
diirfen wir uns berufen in unferm Gebet. Ya, felbjt auf feine Gered- 
tigfeit Ddiirfen tir un3 berufen; durch Chrifti Verdienft haben wir 
twieder eine gute Sache bor Gott; e3 ijt Gottes Amt und Beruf als 
Vater und als Richter, uns Recht gu fdaffen. Darum allegeit beten 
und nidt lagR werden! 

3. 

Anhaltendes Gebet fiihrt fchlieblich gum Biel, felbft bet einem 
Richter, wie jener e3 war. C8 trieb ihn fein edler Betweggrund; nur 
das ,unbverfdhamte Geilen” der Witwe, der Wunjeh, fie endlich [03- 
gutwerden. 

Wieviel mehr wird Gott, der vollfommen ijt und gerne Gutes 
tut, der die BVittiteller Viebt und gerne ihre Bitte erfillt, twieviel mehr 
ufto.! Cr wird e3 bald tun. Freilicd, uns fdeint die Beit oft lang; 
aber er erhort, jobald feine Beit fommt; und die Beit wird fommen, 
da auch wir erfennen, dak Gott mit feiner Verheifung nicht vergieht. 

Die GewiRheit der Erhirung begeugt YEfus nicht nur mit dem 
Vergleich, den er hier gieht; er fiigt die direfte Verheifung Hingu: 
%.8. Wenn du alle foldhe Verheipungen in der Schrift aufzahlen 
wollteft, Du twiirdeft Stunden und Tage dagu brauden; und wenn du 
alle die Beifpiele von GebetSerhirungen ergahlen twollteft, du twiirdejt 
viele Biicher fiillen. Haft du nicht fdon felber erfahren, dak Gott 
Gebet erhirt? 

ShlugZ. BV.8Sb. Der Glaube und daher aud glaubiges, an- 
haltendes Gebet wird felten. Wie ndtig daher, dah wir die Leftion 
lernen, die Der HExrr uns Hier lehren will! Theo. Hover. 


Himmelfahrt Chrifti. 
Qu. 24, 50—53. 


Ried 122, 1. So war eS bet den Viingern, Tert, VB. 52. 53. 
Himmelfahrt joll ein Freudenfeft fein. Gilt das auch in diefer Lebten, 
betriibten Zeit? Gar mandem fdeint das unmiglich, weil fic) eben 
am Simmel der Rirde und der Welt jo fcdwarze Ungliicswolfen gu- 
fammenballen. €3 ijt daher ndtig, dDaB wir uns immer tvieder die 
Bedeutung der Himmelfahrt Chrijtt vorhalten; dann wird immer twieder 
greude das Herz erfiillen, alle Wehmut, Sorge, Vetriibnis {chwinden. 





EI SA ERR Ee SR ER Ou te Sis Rie 


cian 
BS AERO SS 


AEE LAER: ATE ARES Hae 


Dispofitionen iiber die erfte Coangelienreihe der Synodalfonferens. 861 


Nun frent end, Gottes Kinder all’, der HErr fahrt auf 
mit grofem Sdall! 
. Nom heute flieRen reidhe Segensftrime bon 
unfermerhobten Hobenpriefter auf uns herab. 
. Nod heute herrfdt er al3 der Rinig der Ehren 
iiber Himmel und Erde. 


1. 

Wm Tage feiner feierlicden Cinfithrung in fein Wmt hatte Aaron 
die borgefdjriebenen Opfer fiir fich felbjt und das Bolf dargebradht, 
3 Mof. 9,7, und dann gulebt mit erhobenen Handen das Volf gefeqnet, 
%. 22.23. CSpater tourde diefer Gegen in die Worte 4 Mof. 6, 22 ff. 
eingefleidet. Durch diefen Segen tourden alle die Giiter und Gaben, 
die durch Das Opfer eriworben tworden waren, dem Volf durch den von 
Gott dazu erforenen Mittler iibertragen, damit e3 diefen Segen fidh 
zueigne. Durch ein herrlicdes Wunder hatte der HErr die Giiltigfeit 
Diejes bon einem Menfchen gefprodenen Segens bejftatigt, 3 Mof. 9, 24, 
eine Giiltigfeit, die natiirlich allein auf dem vollfommenen Opfer Chrifti, 
des rechten Hohenpriefters, beruhte, Hebr. 8—10. 

Che Chrijtus nach vollbrachtem Werf die Crde verlieB, feqnet er 
die Seinen noch einmal, tie fo oft guvor, B.50. Wie er die Giitter 
nicht fiir fich felbjt, fondern fiir die Menfchen ertworben hat, fo behalt 
er fie auch nicht fiir fich felbjt, jondern teilt fie in reicher Fiille an die 
Menfden aus, die fie in wahrem Glauben annehmen follen. Gegnen 
heigt eigentlic) wohl reden, Gutes fagen. Und eS find gute, herrliche 
Dinge, die Der HErr gu uns und bon uns fagt. Vgl. Gal. 3,26—29; 
Rim. 8; Hebr. 12,22—24; 1Petr.1,2ff.; 2 Petr. 1,3.4 ufw. Das 
jagt der HErr, defjen Wort Wahrheit ijt; der uns liebt; der nicht nur 
tiinfeht, fondern fdhenft, 1 Chron.17,27. Der HErr feqnet die Seini- 
gen, trobdem, ja gerade teil er teif, dak fie triiben Tagen entgegen- 
gehen, wie er ihnen das vorhergefagt hatte, Joh. 15.16. Durch feinen 
GSegen jtarft er fie. Das Bild des feqnenden Heilandes ijt das lebte, 
was fie bon ihm mit fich ind Leben nehmen, damit fie allegeit daran 
denfen follen, welche Fille des Segens fie in ihm haben, und in rechter 
Liebe und Treue ihm anhangen und ihm dienen. 

Auch wir find die Gefeqneten des HErrn. GCollten wir uns da 
nicht freuen, einerlet wie traurig e3 um un3 audsfehen mag? Was ift 
alles Leid gegen den Gegen de3 HErrn? Die RKirdje ijt die Gefegnete 
de3 HErrn; wie fann er fie da vergeffen? Freuet eud! Lied 123, 
7—13. 

2 


B.51. YEfus fdied von den Siingern. Nicht ein Verfdwinden 
tie Soh. 8,59; Qué. 24,31. Er fahrt auf gen Himmel, Mark. 16, 19; 
Upoft.1,9. Geine menfdlide Natur ift nun erhoht zur Rechten der 
Majeftat des Vaters, nimmt villig und unaufhsrlich teil an dem Regiz 
ment Gottes. Dein Bruder ijt der Herrfder der Welt; dein GHeiland, 
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Der dich bis in den Tod geliebt, der Konig aller Rinige! Der regiert 
Himmel und Erde, dak alles dir gum bejften, gu deinem geitlicjen und 
ewigen Heil, dienen mug. Der hat dir verheifen: Yef. 42, 16; 
43,1—3; 51,11—15. Was gagjt du nosh? Lied 123, 2—6. 

Der Wufgefahrene hat als Himmelsfinig auch die Gejchicte der 
Rirdhe in feiner Hand, Offenb.5. Magen auch die Weifen und Mach- 
tigen Ddiefer Welt fich wider den HErrn und jeine Kirche emporen, 
mogen fie alle ihre Macht und Weisheit daranjeken, durch Philojopbhie, 
Durch Yrrlehre, durch Spott und Hohn, durch rohe Getwalt der RKirde 
den Garaus 3u bereiten, fie fonnen tweder den HCrrn bon feinem 
Throne jtiirzen noch jeiner Kirde ein Ende machen, Pj. 2; Matth. 
16,18; Offenb.20,7—15. Lied 158, 3. 4. 

Mag die Sorge, die Traurigfeit, Namen und Urjache haben, welde 
fie will, fie mu verfehwinden, fich in anbetungSvolle Verivunderung, 
in Preis und Lob unjer$ aufgefahrenen Heilandes, ja in Helle Freude 
und lauten Subel verwwandeln, wenn wir nur recht die Tragiveite diefer 
Wahrheit erfennen: Der HErr ijt aufgefahren, der feqnende Heiland 
feiner Chriften, der fchitbende und fchirmende Konig feiner Untertanen. 

Darum nicht traurig, nicht mifmutig, nicht die Hande in den 
Schok legen, fondern in rechter Himmelfahrtsfreude frifch und getrojt 
an$ Werf, die SegenSjtrime auch andern mitzuteilen, das Reich unjers 
grogen Rinigs auszubreiten bis an’ Ende der Welt. 

Th. Latfa. 


Grandi. 
Soh. 8, 12—20. 

Bwifdhen Himmelfahrt und Kfingiten. HSimmelfahrt die qlorreide 
Thronbejteigung FCju nach feiner menjclicen Natur, die Befikergrei- 
fung aller HeilSqgaben, um fie augsguteilen an Ddie erldften Menjejen. 
Das tut er durch fein Wort. Daher fjendet er den Heiligen Geift, um 
feine Boten ausguriiften gur Wortverfiindigung. Und twas ijt der 
eigentlide Kern diefer Verfiindigung? Nidts anderes, alS was der 
HErr hier felber predigt: Bch bin das Licht der Welt.” YEfus ijt 
das Licht, das Heil, der Welt; das haben die Apoftel gefdrieben und 
begeugt, das follen auch tir befennen bor den Menjfcjen gu ihrem Heil. 
Dazgu hat der Heilige Geijt SCfum in uns verflart. Go wollen wir 
Denn nicht miide twerden, der Welt gu begeugen: 


IEjus ijt das Lidt der Welt. 
1. Das ijt unwiderleglid war. 
2. Das bringt das Leben. 
1. 


%.12. Cine grogartige Erflarung de3 HErrn — das Licht der 
Welt. Gleichiwie die Sonne die ganze Welt erleudtet, fo ijt YEfus die 
Sonne der Geredhtigfeit, die Sonne deS Heils fiir die ganze Siindertvelt. 
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Und das fagt er fo fejt und bejtimmt, , 3G bin“, daB e3 als un- 
widerleglid) erfdeint. 

%.18. Die Pharifaer verjucden eine Widerlegung. Aber: BV. 14. 
XEfu Vetweisfiihrung fdhlagt allen Widerjprud nieder. Er ijt doch bom 
Himmel gefommen, Gottes Sohn, fennt genau den gottliden Heilsplan, 
fehrt nach vollbrachter Erldfung gum Himmel guriic und hat die Geil3- 
gaben fiir die Siindertvelt bereit. Dabvon twijfen die Gegner nichts und 
finnen nichtS dDabon wijfen. B.15. Gie finnen nur nad dem urteilen, 
was fie fehen. Gie fehen nur die Rnecht3geftalt JEfu. Gie urteilen, 
wie ihr verderbtes Fleifch e3 will. YEfus urteilt gang anders. Er ift 
gefommen, nicht daR er die Welt ridjte, fondern dak er die Welt felig 
mache. 

BY. 16—18. Gr hat auch den allmadhtigen Gott gum Beugen. Der 
hat eS begeugt, dak SEfus fein Sohn ijt und dah er mit Wokhlgefallen 
auf feine Oeilandsarbeit fieht: Taufe BEju, Wunder uf. WB. 20. 
Wud ein Zeugnis. MNiemand darf ihn antajten. CExrjt menn feine 
Stunde, die bon Gott und bon ihm felbjt beftimmte Stunde, gefommen 
ijt, erft Dann ufty. 

KEfus ijt das Licht, das Heil, der Welt; davon find auch wir durch 
Gotte3 Gnade fejt iibergzeugt, deffen gottlich gewif, das ijt uns untwider- 
leglich ahr. Gewiz, man tritt un3 mit vielen Griinden entgegen, 
und diefe Griinde find oft in feine Getwander menfdhliser Gelehrfamfeit 
gefleidet. Wher tir fagen einfach: We eure Griinde find nichts. Wir 
jwifjen, twas wir an QEfu haben. hr urteilt nach dem Fleifch, fo wie 
das verderbte, gottfeindliche, ftolge Fleifcdh e3 will. Bhr mat euch an, 
iiber Dinge gu urteilen, von denen ihr aus euch felbjt nichts twiffen 
finnt. Cuer Getvifjen fagt euch auch, dak ihr im Unredht fetid. Daher 
hirt auf, wider den Stachel gu leden, und geht den Weg, den uns 
SEjus weift; dann twerdet auch ihr der untwiderleglichen Wahrheit 
innetwerden, Dak BEfus das Heil der Welt, euer Heil, ijt; denn das 
bringt das Leben. 

2. 


B.12. Wer FEju nachfolgt, fein Wort annimmt, glaubt, der wird 
nit twwandeln in Finfterni3. Die Pharifaer wandelten in Finjternis, 
B.13.19. Gie waren geijtlich) blind, fannten meder fich felbjt noc 
Gott und den bon Gott gefandten Crldfer, weder ihr fdredlides Siin- 
denverderben noch die tunderbare Giindergnade. Gie waren Gott ent- 
frembdet, feind, twollten den Sohn Gottes téten und haben ifn, als feine 
Stunde gefommen twar, gefreugigt. Welde Finjternis! Und diefe 
Sinjternis geht einft iiber in die trojtlofe ewige Nacht der Holle. 

Wer aber YEfu nachfolgt, der wird das Licht de3 Vebens haben, 
%.12. Der Glaubige fteht auf bom geiftliden Tode, ijt geijtlich lebenz 
dig, findet in YEfu Vergebung, Leben, Seligkeit. Mit diefem Leben 
in JEfu hat er ein Lidht, in deffen Schein er nun alles recht erfennen 
und beurteilen fann, Giinde und Gnade, Leben und Sterben, die irdi- 
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fen Giiter, feine Wufgabe uj. Dies fein Leben, das er in YEfu hat, 
geht einjt iiber in das etvige, jelige Leben im Himmel. Danek fei dir, 
o §$Cju, du mein wahres Heil! Du bringft mir das Leben. 

. 3. Bouman. 


Pfingften. 
Soh. 14, 16. 17. 


Pfingjten ein rechtes Freudenfeft. Val. unfere Pfingitlieder. Wird 
eS aber noch als folches gefeiert? Leider fdeint Pfingjten fiir viele 
Chrijten bon geringer Bedeutung Zu fein. Warum? Meijtens erfennen 
fie nicht, was fie an dem Heiligen Geijt haben. Darum heute: 


Daf der Heilige Geift aud) gerade in diefen fdweren Beitliuften die 
herrlidjte Gnadengabe Gottes an feine Chriften ijt. 
Sn ifm haben fie 
1. das ete Pfand der Liebe Gottes; 


2. Den redten Trofter; 
3. Den bejtandigen Herzensgatt. 


: 


Der Heilige Geijt ijt der Geift Gottes. Von Natur befikt ihn 
fein Menjch. Aber Gott will den Menfden feinen Geift fdenten; 
denn ohne ibn find fie hoffnungslos verloren. Mur als freie Gabe 
Gottes fommt diefer edle Geijt gu den Menfden und in ihre Herzen. 
Gottes Gnadengefmenf, B.16b; uf. 11,138. 

Uber ein Gnadengefden—E um Chriftt willen, B.16a. Der 
geftorbene, auferjtandene und gen Himmel! gefahrene Chrijtus ijt aud 
in Diefer Hinficht unfer Fiirfprecher, Yoh. 16,7. Er erbittet uns den 
Heiligen Geijt, den er felbjt uns ertworben hat. Und Gott fdenft uns 
feinen Geijt in Chrifti Namen, BV. 26. 

So ijt der Heilige Geift Das eshte Kfand der Liebe 
Gottes. Golange diefer Geift unter und an den Menjfehen wirtt, 
wijfen tir, dak Gott die Liebe ijt; denn durd feinen Geift fdentt 
un Gott fich felbft. Und diefer Geift wird hier auf Erden mirffam 
fein biS an das Ende der Welt; denn wo das Changelium ijt, da ijt 
der Geift Gottes, das edle Pfand der unberganglicden gottlicjen Liebe. 

Wie troftlich ijt das doch fiir uns in unfern Noten und Wn- 
fechtungen! 9 


Chrijtus war mwahrend feines fichtbaren AWufenthalts hier auf 
Erden der Trojter feiner Yiinger. Gein Trojt war aber ein redhter 
Croft; nicht nur ein Trojt in Worten, fondern auch in der Tat. Er war 
ifr Beijtand, ihr Selfer in allen Noten. ALS er gum Vater ging, wollte 
er fie nidt Waijen lajfen, BV. 18. Deshalb berhiek er ihnen einen andern 
Trofter, den Heiligen Geift, V.16. Der follte alles fiir fie tun, was 
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Chrijtus bisher fiir fie getan hatte, ja nod) mehr, Joh. 16,12—14. Der 
Seilige Geijt follte ihr rester Trofter und Beiftand fein. 
Gott fet Dank, das ijt er aud) fiir unS. Was waren mir ohne ihn? 

Wher wie trobftet er uns? Dadurcd, dak er uns als 
Geijt der Wahrheit in alle Wahrheit leitet, V.17,26; Rap. 15, 26; 
16,13. One ibn ijt die Schrift dunfel; durch ihn wird fie hell und 
flar. Weil mir durch ihn Chriftum beffer fernnen und lieben lernen und 
gu befferem Verjtandni3 de3 Wortes Gottes fommen, haben wir Trojt 
und gottlicden Beiftand a. in geijtlider Not; b. in irdifder Not. 
(Praktifh ausfirhren.) 

Bedentt, wie elend waren wir doch gerade in diefen fchiweren Beit- 
lauften ohne den Heiligen Geift! Und doch miirdigen mir diefes herr- 
like Gnadengefdenk nicht. 


Uber der Heilige Geijt fommt nicht nur zu un und fwirkt an 
un8; durd) GotteSs Gnade giceht er aud in unfere Herzen 
ein und fohnt und wirft in uns, B.17¢. Die Welt fann ibn aller- 
dings nicht empfangen, BV. 17a; denn fie beriwirft ja Chrijtum und ver- 
jdjlieBt ihr Herg gegen feinen edlen Geijt. Wo Chrijtus aber im Glau- 
ben angenommen wird, da gieht der Heilige Geift cin und madt feine 
Wohnung. Go werden unfere Hergen gu Tempeln Gottes. Und wo 
Gott ijt, da ift Friede und Freude. Wie oft fieht man das auch in 
unjern Tagen! Unterfcdhied gwifden Glaubigen und Unglaubigen in 
der Not. 

Und diefer edle HerzgenSgaft mird uns nie bere 
lajfen, fondern immer bet uns bleiben, B.16b. Andere Trojter 
migen untreu werden, er bleibt treu. Haben wir Chrijten fonft nichts 
in Der Welt, fo haben wir doch ein3, den Geijt Gottes in unfern Gergen. 
Und in ihm haben wir alles, was wir ndtig haben fiir Leib und Seele, 
fiir Zeit und Gwigfeit. O dak wir dieS doch recht erfennen midten! 

Shlup. Bedenft, was wir gerade in diefen fchiweren Zeiten 
an Dem Heiligen Geijt haben. (3ufammenfafjung.) Dann wird 
¥ingjten ein rechtes Freudenfeft fein. ©. 3. Friedrid. 


Pfing itmontag. 
Soh. 7, 383—39. 


Wie Gott im Reiche der Natur die herrlichjten Denfmaler feiner 
unendliden Macht, Weisheit und Giite aufgejtellt hat (Pf. 104), fo hat 
er fic) auch im Reice der Gnade durd ungablige Vetweife als einen 
Gott verherrlicht, der barmbergig und qnadig ijt. So in der Sendung 
feines Sohnes, in der Erlofung der Menfdjen. Yn diefen Tagen Hiren 
wir, wie der HErr nach vollbrachtem Erldfungswerf nun auch durd die 
wundertatige Wusgiehung de$ Heiligen Geiftes iiber die Apojftel am 
Pfingittage die herrlichjten Anftalten getroffen hat, um Menfdhen durch 





366 Di8pofitionen iiber die erfte Coangelienreihe der Synodaltonferens. 


fein Wort zur ECrfenntnis und gum feligen Genuf de3 bon ihm uns 
ertworbenen HeilS gu bringen, Eph.2,4—9. Auch heute nod fommt 
VEfus in feinem Wort und Saframent, um Gnade Zu ertweifen. Wie 
nitig haben alle Menfden ifn und feinen Heiligen Geijt, ohne den 
niemand ifn einen HErrn nennen fann! © dag alle auf feine freund- 
lide Cinladung ,Wen da diirftet, der fomme gu mir und trinfe!“ 
horten und ifr folgten! Dann miirden fie Leben und bolle Geniige 
fiir Zeit und Cwigfeit bet ihm finden. 


JEfus die nie verfiegende Quelle aller Seligfeit. 


1. Gr ijt e3 nur fir die Durftigen. 
2. Cr madt die bon ihm Trinfenden gu Spring- 
quellen feines Geiftes fiir andere. 


i. 


Wm lekten Tage de3 Laubbiittenfeftes, am BVerjammlungStag, 
3 Mof. 23,36, dem herrlichjten der acht Fejttage (3 Mof. 23, 34—43; 
5 Mof. 16, 183—15; 3 Mof. 23, 40—43), ertinte der Gefang de3 
grogen Halleluja (Pj. 113—118) und wurde vom Priejter das Wafer 
aus der Siloahquelle am Altar ausgegofien. Wohl an diefe Gitte an- 
fniipfend, ruft SCjus aus: B.37. Das ijt der Ruf, der die ganze 
Schrift dDurdhtont, Yef.55,1; Matth. 11,28; Offenb. 22,17. 

Diefer Ruf ergeht an alle: , Wen da Dditrftet.” Bal. Koh. 
1,29; 1Zim. 2,6; 1Q0h.2,2. Chrijtus ruft eindringlic&h und ernjt- 
Yicsh alle gu fich, 1 Tim. 2,4; 2Petr.3,9; aber die meijten Menfdjen 
haben feinen Hunger noch Durjt nach ihm, finden in fich felbjt alle 
Geniige. Shnen ijt YEfus nicht die nie verfiegende Quelle aller Selig- 
feit, nicht weil SCfus nicht auch ifnen das LebenSwajfer darreidte, 
fondern weil fie ihn bon fich ftopen. Soldhe Vollen und Satten waren 
die Suden, VB. 33 ff. Die will er durch Vorhaltung de3 drohenden Ge- 
ridhts gum rechten Diirften bringen. 2Aber fie fpotten feiner, B. 35. 
Gie werden einjt in der Holle etvig diirjten. Bhnen gleiden heutzutage 
viele nicht nur unter den offenbaren Spottern und Unglaubigen, fondern 
aud unter den auperlicden Gorern des Worts. Sie find boll und fatt, 
Offenb. 3,17; fie meinen, fie finnten fich felbjt felig machen, twollen 
Darum Chrijtum nist. Bhnen fann YEfus nicht helfen. Ex aiwvingt 
feinen in feinen Gimmel. Wer nicht als ein Durjtiger gu ihm fommt 
nod fommen twill, den lat er fchlieplich fallen, Spr. 1, 28 ff. 

Fir die Durftigen aber ijt YEfus die nie berfieqende Quelle aller 
Seligfeit. 

Wer find die Durftigen? Das find die durd das Gefeb Gottes 
gerfdlagenen Herzen, die geangfteten Getwiffen, die die Giinde und 
Gotte3 Born fiihlen. Golde Angift ijt der rechte geiftlide Durft. Lied 
230,1. Golche Diirjtenden vergagen an aller eigenen Geredhtigfeit, 
Wmos 8,11.18; Mef.42,3; 63,2. Sie erfennen, dak die vermeint- 
fichen Srunnen in der Wiifte diefer Welt lochericht find und fein Waffer, 
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feinen twahren Troft, geben. Bijt du ein folch Durjtiger, dann fomm 
zu SGjul Gx ijt die ftets fliekende Quelle der Gnade, der Vergebung, 
deS Troftes wider die Siinde, wider das bife Gewwiffen, des Gefebes 
UAnflagen, de Teufels Anfechtungen, die Not des Lebens, den Hak und 
die Verfolgung der Welt, die Biweifel de eigenen Hergens, Bef. 44, 3; 
Rf.28,2; 94,19. Cx offenbart fich ihnen immer tmieder in feiner 
Seilandsfdhine, Yodt fie gu fich, Matth. 11, 28; vermehrt in ihnen 
immer twieder feine Erfenntnis, jtarft ihren Glauben, madt fie briimjtig 
in der Liebe gu ihm. Yn ihm leben, weben und find fie, auch was ihren 
geiftlichen Zuftand betrifft, und feine Gnade leitet und bewahrt jie bis 
gu ibrer feligen Vollendung, Joh. 4,14. Nicht als ob nach einmaligem 
Trinfen aller Durft aufhsrte, fondern fo, dak der Glaube ein ununter- 
brodjenes Trinken ijt und YEfus fich jtets aufs neue als die unaufhirlid 
flieBendDe Quelle aller Geligfeit bewahrt. Das Mittel aber, durd 
weldes SCfus das ‘tut, ijt fein Wort, das er dDamals perfonlicd ver- 
fiindigte und das jebt in der GHeiligen Schrift niedergelegt ijt. Bei und 
mit diefem Wort ijt der Heilige Geijt tatig. Wie gliidfelige Leute 
find alle, die alS Durftige gu VEfu fommen! Eph. 1, 3 ff. 


2. 

%.38. Wer an Chrijtum glaubt, bon ihm trinft, der foll nicht 
nur fiir feine Perfon erquicét tverden, fondern Chrijtus macht ihn aud 
3u einer Springquelle feines Geijtes fiir andere; vgl. 1 Moj. 12, 2. 
» Wie die Schrift fagt”; val. Boel 3, 1.23; Sach. 14,8; Sefek. 47, 1 ff. 


Strime de3 lebendigen Waffer3, nach V.3 de3 Heiligen Geijtes, 
follen bon dem Leibe de3 Glaubigen flieBen. ,,Denn der Heilige Geift 
war nocd nicht da” ufiw. (CGiehe Stichardt, Bibl. Gefdichte d. N.T., 
162.) Ghrijtus verheigt Joh. 16,7 den Heiligen Geijt, der dann als 
der Geift Chrifti (Mdm. 8,9) in Stromen itber fie ausgegofjen werden 
und fie in alle Wahrheit leiten follte. So deutet V.39 auf da3 hin, 
was in diefen Tagen der Gegenjtand unfer3 Danfes ijt. Bu Pfingften 
ergop fich Gottes Geijt in Strimen iiber die WApoftel und riijtete fie aus 
zu unfeblbaren Lehrern der gangen Gitnderiwelt. Durch ihr Wort 
(Soh. 17,20) find Strime der feligmachenden Wahrheit auf ungablige 
geflojjen. Was in augerordentlidem Mage an den Apofteln gefchah, 
foll nach Chrijtt Verheifung, BV.38, an allen Glaubigen, wenn auch 
in geringerem Mage, gefdehen; vaql. Wpojt.2,38. Der Geift Chrifti, 
Der Durch das Wort des Cvangeliums in den Glaubigen wohnt und 
wirkt, ijt ein Springbrunnen lebendigen Waffers, der nicht nur die 
Glaubigen felbjt bet Chrijto erhalt im rechten, einigen Glauben, fon- 
Dern durch fie auch andere gu Chrijto filhrt. Was ijt das Predigtamt 
Der Kirche, was find ihre Befenntnijfe, ihre Lieder, ihre Gebete, alle 
Zeugniffe ires Glauben3 und ihrer Liebe in Wort und Wandel anders 
al$ Strime de3 lebendigen Wafers, durch die viele erquict und gelabt 
werden? Werk der Miffion. Das Wort Gottes, Pj. 119, 50, ijt Troft, 
Labjal der Seele; vgl. Rim. 1,17. Diefes Wort wird auf Antreiben 
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deS Heiligen Geijtes von den Glaubigen ausgebreitet. So macht 3Efus, 
die nie berfiegende Quelle aller Seligfeit, feine Glaubigen gu Brunn- 
quellen feine3 Geijte3 fiir andere. 

Mochten wir alle alf wahre Glieder an dem verflarten Leibe unjers 
Heilandes allegeit erfunden werden, bon ihm trinfen im Glauben und 
ausftromen im BSefennen und Zeugen, damit aud durcd unfern Dienft 
biele gum Lebensjtrom gebradt werden! %. . Eggers. 








Miscellanea. 





Baal Gad — Baalbef. 


Qn ,gorjdhungen und Fortfdritte” vom 1. Februar 1936 beridtet Prof. 
Cipfeldt-Galle, wie folgt: 

Son Baal Gad fagt Yofua, Kap. 13, 5, dak e3 ,am Fuge des Hermon- 
gebirges‘ Liegt, und Sof. 11,17; 12,7 fiigen hingu: in der Ghene (bik’ah) 
deS Libanon*®. Diefe fann nichts anderes fein alS die breite Senfe giwijdjen 
Ribanon und Antilibanon, die noch Heute den Namen el-bika’ tragt, das 
hellenijtifdh-rimifde Zolefyrien. Das ,am Fue de$ Hermongebirges‘ fteht 
Diefer WAuffajfung nicht im Wege. Denn da3 Alte Teftament hat feinen 
dem griedhijden Antilibanon entipredenden Namen, fondern gebraucht den 
Nanten Hermon, der im engeren Ginne den fiidlicken Wuslaufer de3 Anti- 
fibanon, den eutigen dschebel et-teldsch oder esch-schech (,Berg be3 
Shnees* oder ,de3 Alten‘), begeichnet, auch fiir den gangen Gebirgszug. 

Baal Gad ijt demnach in der Bifa’ am Fuge de3 Antilibanon gu 
fucjen, und givar etiwa in derfelben Breite wie Aphafa. Faft genau Hjtlid 
bon Uphafa, mit ifm auch durch) eine Strage verbunden, liegt Heliopolis. 
BVaalbef. Baal Gad ift alfo offenbar der alte Mame fiir diefe feit dem 
1. Jahrhundert n. Chr. als Heliopolis und feit etwa 400 n. Chr. als Baal- 
bef befannte Statte. Diefe Gleichfebung empfiehlt fich um fo mehr, als 
dann, tie der Nordpunkt des phinigifden Gebietes durch Aphaka, fo aud 
Der deS Libanonlandes, durch eine Kultitatte beftimmt ijt und man, Mie die 
fcjon ertwahnte Formel ,von Dan bis Veerfeba‘ zeigt, gu Grengbeftimmungen 
gern die Namen von Kultorten benubt hat. 

Son Hier aus fallt aud) auf einen Namen neues Licht, den man fehon 
friiher, freilich mit ungureidender BVegriindung, auf Vaalbef gedeutet hat, 
auf bik’at-awen (,€bene de$ Unbeils‘) in Umos1,5. Das ift nach dem 
Zujfammenhang eine Proving de Reides von Damasfus. Da nichts der 
Annahme im Wege fteht, dak gur Beit des Wmos, um 750 vb. Chr., die Bila’ 
gu Damastus gehori hat, liegt die Deutung de8 bik’at-awen pon Amos 1,5 
auf die heutige Bifa fehr nahe. Der giweite Veftandteil de3 Namen3, awen, 
ift — twie in bet awen, ,Gaus deS Unbeils‘, fiir bet-el, Gaus Gottes’ (Hof. 
4,15) — aller Wahricdeinlicdfeit nach Erfab fiir einen Gottesnamen; fiir 
tweldhen, ijt ungewif. Wber nichts hindert, an ba’al gad (,Gerr de3 Gites‘) 
oder vielleicht gad (,Gliid*) allein gu denfen, und mir Hatten hier dann 
eine ahnlide, nur im entgegengejebten Sinne gefdehene Namen3umfehrung 
twie 1 Moj. 35, 17—19, two die in den Weben fterbende Rahel ihr Kind 
ben-oni (,Sohn meineS Unbeils‘) genannt wiffen twill, Safob ihm aber den 
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Namen binjamin (,Gohn des Gliicés‘) gibt. Die Chene tare alfo nach dem 
Gott ,Ebene de3 Vaal Gad‘ benannt worden, wie umgefehrt der Gott und 
jeine Stadt auch nad) der Chene benannt twerden fonnten. Denn Baalbet 
ijt wabrideinlich nichts andereS als ba’al bik’ah, ,Oerr der Ebene’, ein 
Name, der, Durch die helleniftifd-rdmifde VSenennung von Stadt und Gott 
al Geliopolis und Heliopolites guriidgedrangt, fich offenbar in der ein- 
heimifden Bevdlferung erhalten hat und beim AUbjterben der helleniftifch- 
rimifden Kultur wieder an die Oberflache gefonumen ift.“ 


Does Verbal Inspiration Mean Mechanical Inspiration? 


One of the arguments employed by the Modernists against verbal in- 
spiration is that verval inspiration is equivalent to mechanical inspira- 
tion. Dr. J.Gresham Machen examines this argument in the fifth chapter 
of his recent book The Christian Faith in the Modern World. Since this 
argument is advanced qlso by certain Lutherans, we here submit some 
excerpts from Dr. Machen’s book. This may also serve as a preliminary 
review of the book. The author says: — 

“Well, what is this common objection to the doctrine of plenary in- 
spiration? It is that the doctrine of plenary inspiration represents God 
as acting upon the Biblical writers in a mechanical way, a way that de- 
grades those writers to the position of mere machines. 

“People who raise this objection sometimes ask us: ‘Do you believe 
in the “verbal” inspiration of the Bible?? When they ask us that, they 
think that they have us in a dreadful hole. If we say: ‘No, we do not 
believe in verbal inspiration,’ they say, ‘How, then, can you hold to your 
conviction that the Bible is altogether true? If God did not exercise some 
supernatural control over the words, then the words will surely contain 
those errors which are found in all human productions.’ If, on the other 
hand, we say: ‘Yes, we do believe in verbal inspiration,’ . . . then they 
hold up their hands in horror. ‘How dreadful, how mechanical!’ they 
say. ‘If God really provided in supernatural fashion that the words should 
be thus and so, then the writers of the Biblical books are degraded to the 
position of mere stenographers; indeed, they are degraded even lower than 
that, since stenographers are human enough to err and also to help, whereas 
in this case the words would be produced with such perfect accuracy as to 
show that the human instruments in the production of the words were mere 
machines. What becomes of the marvelous beauty and variety of the Bible 
when the writers of it are regarded as having been treated in this de- 
grading way?’ 

“Such is the hole into which we are thought to be put; or, if I may 
change the figure rather violently, such are the horns of the dilemma upon 
which we are thought to be impaled. 

“How can we possibly escape? Well, I think we can escape very easily 
indeed. You ask me whether I believe in the verbal inspiration of the Bible. 
I will answer that question very plainly and quickly. Yes, I believe in the 
verbal inspiration of the Bible; but I do insist that you and I shall get 
a right notion of what the word verbal means. 

“I certainly believe in the verbal inspiration of the Bible. I quite 
agree with you when you say that, unless God provided in supernatural 
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fashion that the words of the Bible should be free from error, we should 
have to give up our conception of the Bible as being throughout a super- 
natural book. 

“Yes, inspiration certainly has to do with the words of the Bible; in 
that sense I certainly do believe in verbal inspiration. But if you mean 
by verbal inspiration the view that inspiration has to do only with the 
words of the Bible and not also with the souls of the Biblical writers, 
then I want to tell you that I do not believe in verbal inspiration in that 
sense. If you mean by verbal inspiration the view that God moved the 
hands of the Biblical writers over the page in the way in which hands 
are said to be moved over a ouija board, — in such a way that the writers 
did not know what they were doing when they wrote,— then I do hold 
that that kind of verbal inspiration does utterly fail to do justice to what 
appears in the Bible very plainly from Genesis to Revelation. 

“The writers of the Bible did know what they were doing when they 
wrote. I do not believe that they always knew all that they were doing. 
I believe that there are mysterious words of prophecy in the Prophets and 
the Psalms, for example, which had a far richer and more glorious fulfil- 
ment than the inspired writers knew when they wrote. Yet even in the 
case of those mysterious words I do not think that the sacred writers 
were mere automata. They did not know the full meaning of what they 
wrote, but they did know part of the meaning, and the full meaning was 
in no contradiction with the partial meaning, but was its glorious un- 
folding. 

“T believe that the Biblical writers used ordinary sources of informa- 
tion; they consulted documents, they engaged in research, they listened 
to eye-witnesses. .. . 

“But, you say, this doctrine of inspiration is certainly a great paradox. 
It holds that these men were free and yet that every word that they wrote 
was absolutely determined by the Spirit of God. How is that possible? 
How could God determine the very words that these men wrote and yet 
not deal with them as mere machines? 

“Well, my friend, I will tell you how. I will tell you how God could 
do that. He could do it simply because God is God. There is a delicacy 
of discrimination in God’s dealing with His creatures that far surpasses 
all human analogies. When God deals with men, He does not deal with 
them as with machines or as with sticks or stones. He deals with them 
as with men. 

“But what needs to be emphasized above all is that, when God dealt 
thus with the Biblical writers, though He dealt with them as with men 
and not as with machines, yet He accomplished His ends. He ordered 
their lives to fit them for their tasks. But then, in addition to that use 
of their individual gifts of which we have spoken, there was a super- 
natural work of the Spirit of God that made the resulting book not man’s 
book, but God’s Book... . 

“That supernatural work of the Spirit of God extends to all parts of 
the Bible. People say that the Bible is a book of religion and not a book 
of science and that, where it deals with scientific matters, it is not to be 
trusted. When they say that, if they really know what they are saying, 
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they are saying just about the most destructive thing that could possibly 
be imagined. ... 

“When you say that the Bible is a true guide in religion, but that 
you do not care whether it is a true guide when it deals with history or 
with science, I should just like to ask you one question: What do you 
think of the Bible when it tells you that the body of the Lord Jesus came 
out of that tomb on the first Easter morning nineteen hundred years 
ago? That event of the resurrection, if it really happened, is an event 
in the external world. Account would have to be taken of it in any ideally 
complete scientific description of the physical universe. It is certainly 
a matter with which science, in principle, must deal. Well, then, is that 
one of those scientific matters to which the inspiration of the Bible does 
not extend, one of those scientific matters with regard to which it makes 
no difference to the devout reader of the Bible whether the Bible is true 
or false? 

“There are many people who say just that. There are many people 
who do not shrink from that logical consequence of their division be- 
tween religion and science. There are many people who say that the Bible 
would retain its full religious value even if scientific history should show 
that it is wrong about the resurrection of Jesus and that as a matter of 
fact Jesus never rose from the dead. ... 

“Thank God, it [the Bible] is a record of facts. The Spirit of God, in 
infinite mercy, was with the writers of the Bible not merely when they 
issued God’s commands, but also and just as fully when they wrote the 
blessed record of what God has done. 

“What a dreadfully erroneous thing it is to say merely that the Bible 
contains the Word of God! No, it is the Word of God. It is the Word 
of God when it records facts. It is the Word of God when it tells us what 
we must do... .” E. 


The Church Before the Law. 


(The late Wm. Schoenfeld in 1918 addressed to Prof. Roscoe Pound, 
head of the Law Department of Harvard University, the question: “Is 
there in our law and the conception of religious organizations under our 
law any warrant for the contention that by incorporation a church or 
religious body assumes a dual character, becomes a civil body before the 
law?” He received in reply a letter which is herewith reprinted on ac- 
count of its general interest. — G.) 


Law School of Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. 


Rev. WILLIAM SCHOENFELD, 1lth October, 1918. 

115 E. 91st St., 

New York City. 

My Dear Sir: — 

The question discussed in your letter is an interesting one, raising 
a problem of the nature of incorporation which has been the subject of 
much dispute in recent years. My own notion is that religious organiza- 
tions have, as one might say, a natural existence quite apart from, and 
outside of, the State. When a State incorporates a religious body, I take 
it, the purpose of incorporation is simply to secure the economic interests 
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of the body by enabling it to sue, and be sued, in the courts and to protect 
its interests through legal means. In other words, the purpose of the law 
is to secure human interests. Some of the most important of human in- 
terests are group interests, interests of religious bodies, for instance. One 
may say, if he will, that important individual interests are secured through 
recognizing these groups, or he may feel, as I do, that these groups are 
realities and that their interests are as important and deserving of pro- 
tection by the State as many interests of individuals. In any event I should 
feel that incorporation is nothing more than a device by which the law 
is enabled to attribute rights to a group for the purposes of the legal 
machinery. 

The individual human being does not need to be incorporated by the 
law in order to secure his rights through the law. But there was a time 
when all human beings were not recognized as the subjects of rights, when 
the law selected a certain number of human beings and attributed rights 
to them, and to them only. In the same way the law selects a certain 
number of groups of individuals and by incorporating them points them 
out as the subjects of legal rights. Nevertheless the existence of the group 
apart from, and outside of, the law may be just as real as the existence of 
the individual apart from, and outside of, the law in systems of law which 
do not concede a legal personality to every human being. 

Certainly the existence of a slave as a human being in the Southern 
States prior to the Civil War was just as real as the existence of the 
freedman whose personality was recognized by the law was after the Civil 
War. Whether he was a slave or free was a matter of law, and he was 
a human being in any event. So I should say about a church. Its ex- 
istence as a church has nothing to do with the law. Its existence as an 
ecclesiastical corporation having the benefit of capacity to sue, and be sued, 
in the courts and hold legal title to property proceeds from, and is de- 
pendent on, the law. 

You might read on this subject Laski, The Personality of Associa- 
tions, 29 Harvard Law Review, 404; Freund, The Legal Nature of Cor- 
porations (1897); Maitland, Introduction to Gierke’s Political Theories 
of the Middle Age. 

I might add that the category of religious corporations as distinct 
from ordinary corporations is thoroughly recognized in our law. You will 
find it in Blackstone’s Commentaries, and so far as I know, no one has ever 
conceived that a religious corporation was exactly on the same footing, 
for instance, as a bank or a railroad company. 

Yours very truly, 
RoscoE Pounp. T.G. 


Humanizing Christ. 

One of the most insidious by-products of Modernism is its tendency to 
take the content out of the Gospel while retaining to a large extent its 
phraseology. It is a well-known fact that the exponents of Modernism are 
ready enough to speak of the “divinity” of Jesus, but evade the issue of 
His “deity.” This tendency is becoming manifest lately in a particularly 
alarming manner, in the obvious attempt to “humanize” Christ. The in- 
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sistence of the Scriptures on the godhead of the Savior is quietly ignored, 
but the emphasis is placed, with increasing force, on the humanity of the 
Redeemer. The idea apparently is to bring Jesus as close to the believers 
as possible. 

There is a real danger that those pastors who are reading and study- 
ing a good deal of the modern literature in the American field will be in- 
fected with this tendency, so that they also forget the fundamental fact 
of the eternal godhead of Jesus and speak of Him only as our Brother and 
Friend. As true as this statement is, it should always be preceded, or at 
least accompanied, by some clear reference to the deity of the Savior. 

P. E. K. 


The Doctrinal Content of Luther’s Hymns. 


The hymns of Luther have been studied from many angles, from that 
of the dates of their composition and their history, from that of their 
sources, from that of their poetical form, from that of their importance 
and influence, and others. (See, e.g., G. Koenig, Dr. Martin Luthers geist- 
liche Lieder; G. F. Lambert, Luther’s Hymns; Julian’s Dictionary of 
Hymnology; ‘“Luther’s Use of Medieval Hymns,” in Conc. THEOL. 
Montuty, II, 260 ff.; St. Louis edition of Luther’s works, X, 1422 ff.) 
But every one who wants to appreciate Luther’s hymns properly will do 
well to make a special effort to understand the theological, or doctrinal, 
content of these masterpieces of hymnody. An unusually fine monograph 
on this subject has just appeared from the presses of Vandenhoeck and 
Ruprecht in Goettingen, the work being done by Christa Mueller. It is 
clear that the author is well equipped for the work and brings into it 
a sympathetic understanding of the Reformation and the importance of 
Luther. P. E. K. 


The Famine under Claudius, Acts 11, 27—30. 


On this passage, concerning which scholars were in doubt for many 
years, since there did not seem to be sufficient evidence from history with 
reference to a universal famine, Kenneth Sperber Gapp of Princeton Theo- 
logical Seminary has a six-page note in the Harvard Theological Review 
(Vol. XXVIII, No. 4), in which he offers the result of his investigations 
on “1) the Egyptian famine, 2) the Judean famine, 3) the universal 
famine, and 4) the accessibility to Luke of definite evidence for the general 
famine.” He shows that “the Egyptian famine may be dated in the year 45 
on the evidence of the recently published documents from the register of 
the Grapheion at Tebtunis.” The Judean famine is referred to by Jose- 
phus, showing that it occurred either in 46 or 47. The general famine 
really consisted in a shortage of grain and its consequent high price, due 
to the conjunction of the Egyptian and Syrian failures of the harvest. 
This preceded the Judean misfortune. Luke had access both to the lists 
of the annual revenue of the provinces and to the reports of the grain 
merchants. In addition, we should say, the fact of inspiration precluded 
any mistakes in historical data. The last sentence of the article reads: 
“We conclude therefore that the evidence of official documents among the 
papyri from Egypt and of the independent sources, Pliny and Josephus, so 
supports Luke’s account of the universal famine that the accuracy of the 
statement can no longer be challenged.” P. E.K. 
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I. Amerika. 


The Infallibility of the Bible as Taught within the U. L. Cc. — 
The review of a certain book (The Evidences for Immortality), printed in 
the Lutheran of March 5, contains this paragraph: “But two arguments 
[for immortality] are advanced. 1) Reason demands it. 2) The Bible 
teaches it. The weight of the argument thus hangs on what to many 
would be the slender thread of a faith in the inerrancy of human reason- 
ing and the brittle cords of a biased interpretation of an ‘infallible’ Book.” 
[Italics our own.] Only a little matter of punctuation, — quotation-marks 
affixed to the infallible, — but it reveals a terrible condition. There are 
men in the United Lutheran Church who cannot pronounce, clearly and 
distinctly, the sentence: The Holy Bible is infallible. They do not believe 
in verbal inspiration. They do not believe that all of the Bible is God’s 
Word. (Dr. Paul E. Scherer over the radio: “The genealogies [of Jesus] 
are not to be regarded as inspired documents; they are included as ‘honest 
attempts to ascertain the truth.” — The Lutheran, Feb. 20.) And they 
are making incessant efforts to cast the article of the absolute infallibility 
of the Bible out of the Church. 

An article that appeared in the Lutheran of October 29, 1931, stated: 
“Whatever the differences may be that keep Lutherans apart, that they 
are not insuperable is apparent from the very fact that we are all Lu- 
therans. On essentials we are agreed. Why, then, can we not agree on, 
or forget, non-essentials? ... When Lutherans get rid of their inferiority 
complex and develop such an appreciation of their Church as it merits, 
and when they forget their silly differences, then the Lutheran Church in 
America will grow as it never grew before,” etc., ete. The difference ob- 
taining in the Lutheran Church of America on the vitally important 
matter of the infallibility of the Bible is “a silly difference”? If the 
writer of this article has taken note of what influential men of the U. L. C. 
have lately been doing in this matter, denouncing the doctrine of the 
verbal inspiration and infallibility of the Bible in the Lutheran Church 
Quarterly and in the Lutheran, and heard others protest against this 
teaching as undermining the Christian faith, he certainly cannot keep on 
saying: “Forget your silly differences.” E. 


Dr. Kantonen’s “Canned Theology.’ — The liberal views of Dr. T. 
A. Kantonen (see p. 223 of this magazine) are not shared by all members 
of the U.L.C. In an open letter, published in the Lutheran of Febru- 
ary 13, Pastor John C. Mattes, D.D., thus takes Dr. Kantonen to task: 
“Is there a real need for better Lutheran scholarship in this country? 
Under any circumstances we would feel sympathetic towards any one who 
asserts that there is a crying need for a development of English Lutheran 
scholarship; but when we are told that it is necessary because of the 
boast that our Church was ‘born in a university,’ we are no longer sym- 
pathetic, but absolutely convinced of the overwhelming need of real scholar- 
ship. ... Sound scholarship cannot be gained by decrying the past or 
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sneering at what it has produced; it does not consist in discovering some- 
thing new each decade. ... No science, not even theology, has progressed 
by simply discarding the past as outmoded. It has gone forward by 
a careful use of all that the past has attained. In theology especially 
there is a certain static quality in truth. As Jesus Christ is the same 
yesterday, to-day, and forever, so the revelation made by Him is unalter- 
able... . It is undoubtedly unfortunate if some persist in subsisting 
only on ‘the canned goods of past theology’; but we have often observed 
that even ‘canned theology’ is not as harmful on occasion as some that is 
perfectly new, but only half baked. The latter seems to mold and spoil 
and produce more theological indigestion than some that has been effec- 
tively preserved from a former age... . How dangerous this disparaging 
attitude can become is evident when we are told about the ‘narrowness 
of Luther’s horizon’ because of his contemptuous references to ‘the heathen’ 
and the Turks. We only wonder that the famous line ‘Und steur des 
Papsts und Tuerken Mord’ was not included. Was it narrowness that 
saw in every other religion an enemy of the true faith and a fearful 
danger to men’s souls? Then it was nothing but the narrowness of the 
New Testament and our Lord Himself. ‘No man cometh unto the Father 
but by Me’ is certainly an exceeding ‘narrow’ statement, and it is cer- 
tainly not as broad in its outlook as that very unapostolic discipline 
known as ‘the study of comparative religion.’... The writer must confess 
that he felt a peculiar resentment at certain specific statements, par- 
ticularly those that refer to Charles P. Krauth and Henry E. Jacobs as 
teachers whose ‘theology was either that of scholastic orthodoxy or of 
“repristination.”’ The latter term is of course a favorite and, we might 
add, a somewhat shelf-worn term of reproach that is hurled at every 
scholar who seeks to preserve intact ‘the faith once delivered to the saints’ 
and who does not conform to each new fad of changing theological fashions. 
Furthermore, the charge is not true.... Yes, let us have more sound 
scholarship in the Lutheran Church in America; but let it be a true 
scholarship, that does not attempt to launch out into new courses before 
it has learned to understand and appreciate those that have been charted 
by the past.” 

These are strong words — and fitting ones. We hope that the protest 
will be seconded by many in the U.L.C. And we further hope that the 
Lutheran teaching of men like Dr. E. H. Klotsche (“The Scriptures are the 
sole rule and standard of Christian truth because they are the Word of 
God.... Luther says [Smale. Art., 497] that the Old Testament prophets 
were holy ‘since the Holy Ghost spake through them.’ The Apology 
[p. 101] denominates the Bible as ‘the manifest Scripture of the Holy 
Ghost.’ The F.C. [p. 1057] says that ‘the Holy Ghost through the mouth 
of the holy apostle earnestly charged His Church to preserve’ the article 
concerning Christian liberty” — Christian Symbolics, p.149) and Dr. C. H. 
Little (“The popular view now seems to be that not the Scriptures them- 
selves are inspired, but only their thoughts and concepts. ... According 
to such views it cannot be said that the Bible is the Word of God, but 
only that it contains it. The authority of the Scriptures is thus set aside, 
and the consequence is that, faith in the inspiration of the Scriptures 
being lost, faith in Christ, of whom the Scriptures testify, will also be 
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lost. ... Inspiration is the activity of the Holy Spirit by which He put 
into the hearts and minds of chosen men the impulse to write and so con- 
trolled and directed them that they produced in a real and verbal sense 
a correct and inerrant record of God’s revelation to men.... Since it is 
said here [2 Tim. 3, 16] without qualification that all Scripture is inspired 
of God, literally ‘God-breathed,’ we are justified in drawing the conclusion 
that the words must be inspired, since Scripture would not be Scripture 
without words, and it is the Scripture that is inspired.” — Disputed Doc- 
trines, pp. 19.26) will not be silenced, but will spread and prevail. E. 

Confessionalism and Loyalty.— Some remarkable statements are 
being made in the papers of other denominations with respect to confes- 
sionalism and loyalty. It is quite astonishing to read some of these state- 
ments in view of the fact that Calvinism, or the Reformed churches, by 
permitting the Scriptures to be variously interpreted, have been breeders 
of spiritual indifferentism. In his book The Fundamental Principle of 
Calvinism Prof. H. Henry Meeter boasts of the “flexibility” of Calvinism, 
its “potentialities for an endless variation in the development of the 
system,” and therefore of its “multitude of confessions.” Professor Meeter 
makes this boast over against the Lutheran Church with its “single con- 
fession,” (pp. 99—101). 

The Calvinistic, or Reformed, churches, however, have not fared well 
with their flexibility of doctrine and the resultant doctrinal indifferentism. 
Some are now admitting that. In the January issue of the Evangelical 
Quarterly an article appeared on “The Revival of Calvinism” in which, 
among other things, we find the following statements: — 

“A third type of the renewal of Calvinism is to be seen in those who 
had lost, long ago perhaps, any serious contact with the heritage of the 
sixteenth century and have made their journey through all the varied 
fields of so-called modern theology. Now they are coming home again. 
They may be grateful for all they have learned and gained in the course 
of their wanderings, but they have come to recognize that, after all, the 
structure in which their sires had lived is their home. And they are even 
able, so it seems, to bring along some of their fellow-travelers hailing 
from other homes, to visit the old place and to enjoy whatever it may 
offer to them.... 

“Theology cannot afford to be conditioned by external forces. Instead 
of being led hither and thither by other powers, it is her queenly prerog- 
ative to sound forth a leading voice, as interpreting the ultimate truth, 
the Word of God. The Church cannot survive very long if her teachers 
resemble a debating society, even if every participant in it stands for 
some very precious partial truth. A clear and definite message is needed, 
in which the rank and file of the believers may recognize the truth vouch- 
safed of God and by which the outside world may be challenged in the 
name of God. The times were thus ripening for a type of theology which 
could lean with a good conscience, or rather which would be under con- 
straint to lean, on the authority of God’s own Word, liberating thereby 
the Church from a confusion of competing human opinions. . 

“So we see the Reformation becoming an up-to-date matter. The 
Reformers are being invited to descend from the pillars on which they 
stood as silent figures, objects of grateful memory. They are being asked 
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to resume their teaching activities. And many of us are learning again 
from them what it means to listen in absolute obedience to the Word of 
God, to cast away all ‘reasoning with flesh and blood,’ when He Himself 
deigns to open His heart and mind to us. At the same time not only this 
‘formal principle’ of the Reformation, this exclusive and sufficient author- 
ity of the revelation given us in the Bible, but the ‘material principle’ 
of the Reformation, too, shines forth with new light. The justification 
of the sinner by faith, of which many felt it rather awkward not so long 
ago that it could have been regarded in Reformation days as the article 
by which the Church stands or falls, is being understood again as the key 
to all our hopes in this world and the one to come.” 

In the Watchman-Examiner, a Baptist paper, an article appeared in 
the issue of October 24, 1935, on the question “Does Baptist Loyalty Mean 
Narrowness?” In that article we read such statements as these: “Among 
Baptists there is a tendency to put an inadequate emphasis on our dis- 
tinctive principles. There is danger that the members of our churches 
may lose a sense of the importance of the truths for which our Baptist 
fathers bore persecution and calumny and suffered stripes and imprison- 
ment. Part of the responsibility for this state of affairs rests upon the 
pulpit. We do not often hear a sermon on Baptist principles; and yet, 
if it is worth while to maintain separate church organizations, it is worth 
while to have our principles enforced by our ministry. It is difficult to 
see how any Baptist minister can justify his retention of a Baptist pulpit 
if he does not consider it his duty to inculcate the distinctive views of 
our denomination as to New Testament teaching. Any body of Christians 
incurs a tremendous responsibility in separating itself from the rest of 
Christendom by maintaining a separate church organization if its views 
diverge from those of its brethren only on some trivial points of order 
and practise concerning which it is just as well to be silent. If the 
existence of the Baptist denomination can be justified, the zealous advocacy 
of our views of New Testament teaching is imperative.” 

In the Watchman-Examiner issue of March 19 two more articles 
appeared along the lines indicated. In these articles we read such state- 
ments as the following: “Have the evangelical Protestant denominations 
gained in strength or influence by the apologetic preaching of their own 
denominational doctrines and their emphasis on cooperation with other 
denominations? On the contrary, it has resulted in a marked indifference 
to all religious and church activities. ... The crude fact confronts us 
that for several decades we have been preaching a vapid Protestantism, 
until adherents of evangelical bodies have lost all vital interest; as one 
denomination is as good as another, they have relinquished any interest 
that they may have had in the Church of their earlier years. ... Protes- 
tantism has no one to blame but itself for its present paralysis. To much 
of it the Bible is no longer a finality, the cross is labeled a fancy, sin is 
considered a fantasy, heaven a fiction, hell a figure, the Holy Spirit a fable, 
orthodoxy a fallacy, the resurrection fictitious, the second coming of Christ 
a folly; and the sum total of all this is that the Church is a failure. 
Is it any wonder that we are not able to rally our people to an evan- 
gelistic program or to missionary endeavor? Our theological seminaries 
have produced a line of graduates with a social and ethical message, but 
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utterly lacking in Scriptural authority and an evangelical emphasis. ... 
The growth of Southern Baptists can only be accounted for by their loyalty 
to distinctive Baptist doctrines, and the failure of many of our Northern 
churches can only be charged to insidious inroads that are being made 
upon them by the undermining of the faith of our fathers. ... Men who 
enter Baptist pulpits which have been fostered by the tears, devotion, and 
sacrifices of devoted founders have only two honorable missions: either 
to be true to the teachings and background of the constituency which 
they represent or to leave the field. ... Our forefathers’ loyalty to God’s 
Word did not retard progress in their churches. ... Our forefathers, to 
be sure, called a spade a spade. They fought sin in high and low places 
and in their own breasts. They exercised rigid church discipline. They 
split on the lodge question. They wrestled in prayer and controversy 
over the doctrine of grace and the doctrine of the Church. They fought 
the king and the king’s men in behalf of a Church untrammeled by worldly 
authorities. They even wounded and broke each other’s hearts at times 
because ‘necessity was laid on them.’ But withal they were dead in 
earnest and zealous for the Lord’s honor, and with Paul they cried: ‘Woe 
unto us if we preach not the Gospel!’ So their Gospel was not bound. 
Souls were won, backsliders wooed back into the fold, and the Kingdom 
advanced mightily. We owe it to the world, to ourselves, and to our Lord 
ever to be ‘sound in doctrine’ regardless of consequences. The world is 
badly in need. The Church of God is in a sorrowful plight. And Jesus 
weeps. He sees the world’s and our need.” 

Does all this need any comment? It ought to suffice to say that we 
Lutherans ought to be loyal to the Word of God and should therefore 
in accordance with our Confessions preserve the confessional character 
of our preaching, our church-papers, our books and other literature, our 
church-work, and our attitude toward those who do not in all things teach 
the doctrines of Scripture. Only in this way shall we for ourselves pre- 
serve the blessings which God graciously has given us, and only so shall 
we be able to let others share them with us. J. H. C. Frirz. 

Freethinker’s Protest Rejected. — “Justice Wm. T. Collins of the 
New York State Supreme Court rejected, October 30, an application by 
Joseph Lewis, president of the Freethinkers of America, to strike out the 
answers of the Board of Education upholding the use of the Bible in the 
public schools and defending both hymn-singing and the use of public- 
school buildings by religious and racial organizations. For some years 
Mr. Lewis has been engaged in litigation to enjoin [stop?] all these ac- 
tivities on the ground that they are not only a waste of public funds, 
but are in violation of Federal and State constitutions. He holds that 
a section of the city charter, drawn in 1851, permitting the use of Bibles 
in publie schools is unconstitutional. Justice Collins asserted that the 
use of the Bible in no way affects the belief of Freethinkers.” 

To this report of the Living Church we may add another news item 
from the same paper to the effect that in New York a society has been 
formed for the purpose of combating “the rapidly growing menace of 
atheism.” The group is but a little one, consisting of a Baptist minister 
(Dr. T. Darley Allen), a non-denominational woman evangelist (Mrs. E. Ss. 
Aboud), and a Roman Catholic professor of Fordham University (Dr. 
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George G. Sullivan). A number of Jews are said to be interested. This 
seems to be an attempt of fighting the fire of atheism with the fire of 
unionism. Dr. Allen is a strong believer in the power of propaganda. He 
is quoted as saying: “Many years ago I was connected with a Boston re- 
ligious publishing house that sent out tons of literature on the subjects 
of atheism, Bible defense, etc., and as a result organized infidelity de- 
creased greatly in membership and influence. In Great Britain, where 
lectures upon the Bible and infidelity were delivered in several large cities 
and six hundred thousand copies of antiinfidel pamphlets were scattered 
within a year, a number of infidel halls were closed, and ten years later 
the accessions to the leading ‘freethought’ organizations fell off from 1,883 
to 433 members. A lecture entitled ‘Will the Old Book Stand?’ is known 
to have resulted in the conversion of four men who later became Christian 
ministers.” That a movement, in spite of being afflicted with many rep- 
rehensible features, may in the wise economy of God accomplish some good 
objectives which it strives for, we do not wish to deny. A. 

Going Beyond Modernism. — On account. of the publicity which 
a sermon of Dr. H. E. Fosdick has received we ought to place before our 
readers some of its salient statements so they may have the ipsissima verba 
on their shelves: — 

“Fifty years ago the intellectual portion of Western civilization had 
turned one of the most significant mental corners in history and was 
looking out on a new view of the world. The Church, however, was 
utterly unfitted for the appreciation of that view. Protestant Christianity 
had been officially formulated in prescientific days. The Augsburg Con- 
fession was a notable statement, but the men who drew it up, including 
Luther himself, did not even believe that the earth went round the sun. 
The Westminster Confession, for the rigorous acceptance of which the 
Protestant rear guard still contends, was a memorable document, but it was 
written forty years before Newton published his work on the law of gravi- 
tation. Moreover, not only were the mental patterns of Protestant Chris- 
tianity officially formulated in prescientific days, but, as is always true 
of religion, those patterns seemed sacred to their believers and the changes 
forced by the new science seemed impious and sacrilegious. Youths like 
myself, therefore, a half century ago, faced an appalling lag between our 
generation’s intellect on one side and its religion on the other, with 
religion asking us to believe incredible things. ... Modernism therefore 
came as a deeply needed way of thinking. It insisted that the deep and 
vital experiences of the Christian soul, with itself, with its fellows, with 
its God, could be carried over into this new world and understood in the 
light of the new knowledge. We refused to live bifurcated lives, our 
intellect in the late nineteenth and our religion in the early sixteenth 
century. God, we said, is a living God, who has never uttered His final 
word on any subject; why, therefore, should prescientific frameworks of 
thought be so sacred that forever through them man must seek the Eternal 
and the Eternal seek men? ... The Church thus had to go as far as 
Modernism. But now the Church must go beyond it; for even this brief 
rehearsal of its history reveals Modernism’s essential note; it is primarily 
an adaptation, an adjustment, an accommodation of Christian faith to con- 
temporary scientific thinking. It started by taking the intellectual culture 
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of a particular period as its criterion and then adjusted Christian teach- 
ing to that standard. Herein lies Modernism’s shallowness and transiency; 
it rose out of a temporary intellectual crisis; it took a special type of 
scientific thinking as standard; it became an adaptation to, a harmoniza- 
tion with, the intellectual culture of a particular generation. That, how- 
ever, is no adequate religion to represent the Eternal and claim the 
allegiance of the soul. Let it be a Modernist who says that to you! Unless 
the Church can go deeper and reach higher than that it will fail indeed.” 

Launching into the body of his sermon Dr. Fosdick divides his materia] 
into four parts. He first states that Modernism “has been excessively pre- 
occupied with intellectualism, ... whereas the deepest experiences of man’s 
soul, whether in religion or out of it, cannot be approached head first. . .. 
A man is vastly greater than his logic, and the sweep and ambit of his 
spiritual experience and need are incalculably wider than his rational pro- 
cesses. So Modernism as such governs only a segment of the spiritual 
field and does not nearly compass the range of religion’s meaning. .. . 
Our modern world, as a whole, cries out not so much for souls intel- 
lectually adjusted to it as for souls morally maladjusted to it, not most 
of all for accommodators and adjusters, but for intellectual and ethical 
challengers.” 

Next the sermon states that Modernism has “been dangerously senti- 
mental.” It is pointed out that in modernistic Christianity “lush optimism 
was a powerful factor,” and people were led to believe “that all was right 
with the world.” It is now evident that “sin is real.” If a man is to 
have “real character, he must achieve it against the terrific down-drag 
of an antagonistic world; and if he is to have a real church, it must be 
not harmonized with the world, but standing out from the world and 
challenging it.” 

In the third place, “the intellectual culture of the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, to which Modernism adjusted itself, was pre- 
dominantly man-centered. . . . You young people who were not here 
then can hardly imagine with what cheerful and confident trust we con- 
fided to man the saving of the world. So the temptation was to relegate 
God to an advisory capacity, a kind of chairman of the board of sponsors 
of our highly successful human enterprise.” “We have at times gotten 
so low down that we talked as though the highest compliment we could 
pay to Almighty God was that a few scientists believed in Him. . 
The Eternal really is the spiritual. The highest in us comes from the 
deepest in the universe. Goodness and truth and beauty are not accidents, 
but revelations of creative reality. God is! On that point come out 
from among them, and be ye separate.” “Finally, Modernism has too 
commonly lost its ethical standing-ground and its power of moral attack. 
It is a dangerous thing for a great religion to begin adjusting itself 
to the culture of a special generation. Harmonizing slips easily into 
compromising. ... It is not in Germany alone that the Church stands 
in danger of being enslaved by society. .. . We Modernists had better 
talk to ourselves like this. ... Fundamentalism is still with us, but 
mostly in the backwaters. The future of the churches, if we will have it 
so, is in the hands of Modernism. Therefore let all Modernists lift a new 
battle-cry: We must go beyond Modernism! ... We cannot harmonize 
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Christ Himself with modern culture. What Christ does to modern culture 
is to challenge it.” 

It will be seen from this that Dr. Fosdick by no means intends to 
renounce Modernism, but merely declares that he feels the neeed of advanc- 
ing and that especially the reality of sin and the greatness and supremacy 
of God must be stressed. In addition he wishes to see more of the social 
gospel preached. Thus his stand is as unevangelical as ever. It is very 
evident that Modernism has no Gospel for sin-distressed souls. A. 


Mr. Rockefeller’s Policy for Giving.—JIn discussing the widely 
disseminated statement of Mr. Rockefeller as to the policy which he will 
pursue in the future in making gifts in the interest of religion, the Watch- 
man-Examiner, a paper which, being Baptist, represents the same denomi- 
nation as Mr. Rockefeller, presents facts which should not be overlooked. 
As early as 1917, so we are informed, Mr. Rockefeller made the statement 
that “inarticulate Christianity” (that is, as the Watchman-Examiner ex- 
plains the term, a Christianity in no sense connected with organized 
churches) “had become a great force in the world.” Speaking of his con- 
ception of the Church of the future, he said in effect (as quoted by our 
authority): “I fancy it will be called the Church of Gud. The sole door 
of entrance will be the love of God and the desire to serve God and 
humanity. It will be without creed or ritual and without emphasis on 
ordinances. Its object will be to promote applied religion. It will be 
democratic in its organization. Its ministers will be trained less in the 
seminary and more in the vocations of life. In it all denominational bar- 
riers wll be obliterated.” 

When the Interchurch World Movement was launched, Mr. Rockefeller 
was one of its prominent supporters. This venture, being founded on sand, 
of course soon collapsed. The Laymen’s Foreign Mission Inquiry was an- 
other endeavor of this nature, and it was financed very largely by Mr. Rocke- 
feller. Most of our readers will readily recall the book Rethinking Mis- 
sions, in which the unionistic and modernistic views of the sponsors of the 
so-called Laymen’s Inquiry were placed before the world. It represents 
the tendencies of the Modern Missions Movement, which has its head- 
quarters in Chicago and which proposes “to seek out, endorse, and en- 
courage cooperation with concrete enterprises on the field which, under 
whatever auspices, are undertaken and prosecuted in harmony with the 
principles and recommendations of the Report of the Laymen’s Inquiry.” 
While Mr. Rockefeller is not a member of the executive committee of this 
movement, his friends, according to the Watchman-Eaaminer, hold such 
membership. It is true that as a Baptist Mr. Rockefeller held doctrines 
that are unscriptural, but as a Modernist he rejects the Scriptures them- 
selves, A. 

Alarming Figures.—The Living Church, in an editorial giving 
statistics on the Protestant Episcopal Church, points out not only that 
there are fewer “postulants and candidates for holy orders, fewer lay 
readers, fewer parishes and missions,” but also that the number of bap- 
tisms and confirmations has decreased very perceptibly. “The total num- 
ber of baptisms reported in 1935 was only 63,056, a decrease of 3,099 over 
1934. There was an even greater decrease in the number of confirmations, 
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which was only 67,096 in 1935, being 5,466 less than those reported in 
1934.” The editor in reflecting on these figures says quite correctly: 
“These figures are a more accurate index to the state of the Church than 
the numbers of baptized persons (which has decreased 1,425) and of com- 
municants (which has increased 26,178), because the figures for baptized 
persons and communicants are approximations at best and vary from year 
to year in proportion to the diligence of rectors in pruning their parish 
lists. The figures for baptisms and confirmations, however, should be ac- 
curate, as they are taken from the official records of the various bishops 
and so are based upon an actual count.” — On the schools of his Church 
the editor has this to say: “The statistics of our church-schools also 
reveal a serious condition. In 1934 there were reported 510,309 scholars 
and 61,502 teachers. In 1935 the number of scholars reported showed 
a decrease of nearly 4,000, being 506,400, and there were 550 less teachers, 
or a total of 60,952.” A. 
The Need of Continued Christian Mission-Work.— Under the 
heading “Results of One Hundred Years of Missions” the Evangelical Mes- 
senger, quoted in Christianity To-day (Feb., 1936), gives the following 
alinement of the membership of Christian churches: The estimated popu- 
lation of the world is approximately 2,000,000,000. The estimated number 
of Christians (nominal included) is ca. 600,000,000, of whom 200,000,000 
are Protestants, the remainder being Greek and Roman Catholics. China, 
with 425,000,000 inhabitants, has 3,000,000 Christians. Eighty-eight per 
cent. of China’s entire population live in the rural sections; yet forty 
per cent. of all its missionary forces reside in twenty cities. Japan, with 
60,000,000, has 300,000 Christians. Eighty per cent. of Japan’s population 
are farmers, who are almost entirely unevangelized. India, with 
350,000,000 people, has 5,000,000 Christians. Of 710,000 villages in India 
only 39,727 have Christians living in them. Africa, with a population of 
155,000,000 persons, has 3,000,000 Christians. “This means,” as the period- 
ical says, “that in these four major areas of missionary activity having 
a total population of one billion the Gospel-message has gained approxi- 
mately eleven million Christians, Protestant and Catholic, or about one 
per cent.” But how about conditions in our so-called Christian countries? 
The same periodical reports that out of 40,000,000 inhabitants of France, 
only 9,500,000 are professed Christians, 8,000,000 Roman Catholics and 
1,500,000 Protestants. The majority of the population is either wholly 
indifferent or atheistic. Is the world becoming Christian or heathen? 
J.T. M. 
Mount Airy Seminary Receives Large Gifts. — The Philadelphia 
Seminary Bulletin, the publication of the U.L.C. seminary located at 
Mount Airy, Philadelphia, announces that in December, 1935, it received 
a bequest from Mrs. Ada Martin Jamieson to the amount of forty thousand 
dollars. “This is the largest single gift that the seminary has received 
in the past five years. Mrs. Jamieson was the granddaughter of the 
founder of the Norton Professorship, and her bequest is designated as an 
addition to the original gift of thirty thousand dollars by which that 
professorship was endowed.” Several other bequests were received by this 
U.L.C. seminary during 1935, the total being quite impressive — 
$60,756.32. A. 
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Present-Day Religious Thought. — Writing in the Christian Cen- 
tury, Prof. H.N.Wieman, professor of the Philosophy of Religion in the 
University of Chicago, gives a survey of Protestant religious thought 
in our country to-day. He writes: “The forms of Protestant religious 
thought in our country reveal four divisions. They might be called the 
supernaturalists, the idealists, the intuitionists, and the naturalists. The 
supernaturalists are of two kinds, the traditionalists, including the Fun- 
damentalists, and the neo-supernaturalists with such representatives as 
the Niebuhr brothers, G. W. Richards, Wilhelm Pauck, and others. The 
idealists include absolutists like W. E. Hocking and personalists like E. S. 
Brightman. The intuitionists have such men as W. A. Brown, D.C. Mac- 
intosh, H. P. Van Dusen, Walter Horton, and Eugene Lyman. The natural- 
ists are of several sorts, ranging from A. N. Whitehead and H. A. Overstreet 
to E.S.Ames and John Dewey.” He correctly observes that, strictly 
speaking, there are merely two tendencies, that of the supernaturalists 
and that of the naturalists; the intuitionists and idealists hold mediating 
positions, which will become weaker and weaker. Christians may observe 
all these movements and tendencies with equanimity; for they know that 
whatever changes may take place, Verbum Dei manet in aeternum. A. 


Brief Items. — Episcopalians and Russian Orthodox Church people 
held a joint service in New York, at which the Rt. Rev. Adam, Archbishop 
of Philadelphia, a leader in the Russian Orthodox Church, was the cel- 
ebrant of the “mass.” The gathering was under the auspices of the 
Orthodox and Anglican Fellowship. It seems that these people consider 


themselves to be in full fellowship with each other.—In England, at 
a meeting of the Church Assembly which was presided over by the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, the question of disestablishment was given a thor- 
ough airing. The strong proponent of disestablishment is the Bishop of 
Durham, who holds that freedom of the Church is impossible as long as 
the present union of Church and State continues. The Archbishop of 
Canterbury had appointed a commission which was instructed to investi- 
gate the question, and its report formed the basis of the debate. Appar- 
ently no decision was reached, for the subject was put on the calendar 
for the summer session. The Archbishop of York, a member of the com- 
mission, is said to hold that disestablishment would be a lesser evil than 
the present situation. It will be recalled that, when the Anglican Church, 
about seven years ago, tried to revise the Book of Common Prayer, this 
undertaking was thwarted by the action of Parliament.— The Living 
Church, from which we have taken the above matters, informs us, too, 
that the Church Unity Octave of Prayer for Catholic Reunion this winter 
was given much prominence in England. “The central observance was 
a High Mass at the Church of St. Magnus the Martyr. ... The Russian 
Archbishop Seraphim had promised to attend, bringing the venerated Ikon 
of Our Lady of Kurak, and to celebrate before it a Molieben of intercession 
for unity.” Owing to special circumstances the Archbishop Seraphim 
could not attend; in his absence “the Archpriest N. Behr and Archdeacon 
B. Theokritoff sang the Molieben in honor of Our Lady after the High 
Mass.” No wonder that there are people in England who fear disestab- 
lishment, holding that the removal of what remains of government control 
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would mean the introduction of Popery by the High Church clergy. — 
How variously people are constituted! The Living Church tells of a great 
English scholar who attends services in St. Paul’s Cathedral just because 
there people will not speak to him. So here there is a man who is at- 
tracted by what most people bitterly criticize— an attitude of aloofness 
on the part of one’s fellow-worshipers. Is he a lone exception? — “The 
Metropolitan Lutheran Student Council of Chicagoland, which includes 
more than two thousand Lutheran students in various institutions of this 
area, held its annual conference at Northwestern University on Febru- 
ary 23. The problems of war and nationalism, the press and propaganda, 
and the ethics of capitalism were discussed during the sessions.” So 
reports the Christian Century. One really does not see why this was called 
a Lutheran meeting.— The Methodist Laymen’s Committee of Chicago, 
which wishes to uphold conservative Christianity, and has attacked Lib- 
eralism sponsored by Methodist ministers, is being opposed by a newly 
formed organization called “The Laymen’s Religious Movement,” which 
likewise consists of Methodists. These latter put on their flag an expres- 
sion of full confidence in the leadership of their liberal pastors. It seems 
that we here are viewing a house that is divided against itself. — The 
Christian Century in an editorial voices the opinion that a new Modernism 
is due to arrive. In it, as the writer pictures it to himself, the tyranny 
of science will be restrained, and it will be told that it must give atten- 
tion not only to the world of “facts,” but likewise to the world of “values”; 
otherwise it will have to be satisfied with a subordinate role. The “blight 
of subjectivity” will be gotten rid of; we shall once more have objectivity 
in our world view; values like goodness, truth, beauty, will be regarded 
as being a part of what is called nature. It will stand for a religion which 
is not metaphysical, but ethical. All of this is still sufficiently vague to 
render it almost innocuous, unless somebody should actually mistake it 
for Christianity. — Secretary of Schools A.C.Stellhorn, in the bulletin 
which he edits in the interest of our Christian day-schools, submits the 
following interesting items: “On December 31, 1935, a jury found that 
Dr. Richard Spencer, Chicago Heights, Ill., was within his right to with- 
hold his daughter, age sixteen, from the public school, for the purpose 
of educating her at home. The verdict made plain, in fact, that the com- 
pulsory school law, in existence thirty-five years, could not supersede 
primary parental rights. Dr. Spencer is also keeping another daughter, 
age fourteen, out of school. Before a justice of the peace he had been 
fined five dollars for his apparent infraction of the law. One of our 
pastors in Texas who could not induce his congregation to open a school 
kept his children out of the public school and taught them at home, one 
of them at least up to the sixth grade. A Norwegian Lutheran of Evans- 
ton, Ill., having no easy access to a Lutheran school, a few years ago 
made arrangements with the public-school authorities to teach his child 
at home.”— The population of South America which uses the Spanish 
language has been given its first cardinal in the appointment of the Arch- 
bishop of Buenos Aires, Santiago Luis Copello, to that position. The 
people of South America who speak Portuguese have a representative in 
the college of cardinals also.— Reports from Chicago state that Rev. 
James Oliver Buswell, Jr., president of Wheaton College, a Presbyterian, 
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was tried by a special judicial commission of the presbytery of Chicago 
and was found guilty of violating the laws of the Church. He has been 
a supporter of the Independent Board of Foreign Missions, which was 
established in protest against the attitude of the official Board of the 
Presbyterian Church for Foreign Missions because the latter, it is alleged, 
tolerates indifference in doctrine and Modernism. President Buswell was 
not given a severe penalty. The tribunal held that he should be “ad- 
monished.” It seems that proceedings have been instituted against other 
members of this Independent Board, too.— From Pittsburgh a correspon- 
dent of the Christian Century sends the disconcerting news that evening 
services are very poorly attended and that the question is asked whether 
they will have to be abandoned. “One of our largest churches, possessing 
a magnificent choir and a beautiful building, had only twenty people at 
a recent evening service. Most of these were older people, who came from 
a sense of duty. ... Only a handful of our Pittsburgh churches are 
making any success at all of the evening hour.” The correspondent asks, 
“Is this merely a local problem, or is it representative of the entire United 
States?” A. 


il. Ausland. 


Verfehrte Urteile iitber Sdhrift und Vefenntnis. Yn der UW. E. VK.“ 
verbreitet fich in einer Serie von jyinbolgefdhichtlichen und fymboldogma- 
tijden Wrtifeln Lic. Dr. T. PShHlmannzErlangen iiber das Thema ,,Befennt- 
ni8, Vefenninisftand, Befennen”, in der dritten Vieferung inSbefondere iiber 
die Frage ,Wie verhalten jich die gefchichtlid) getwordenen Gymbole der 
Rirde gu ihrem Urfymbol, gur Heiligen Schrift?“ Wir freuen un3, dak 
foldje Themata wie die Hier behandelten twieder gur Sprache fommen; 
paren fie doch Tange genug unter der Latwine von hijtorifch-fritifdhen Pro- 
blemen fo gut twie gang begraben. Man hatte fchlieplich nur nocd ein mit- 
leidigeS Lacheln fiir den, der fich Die Symbole noch wichtig fein lieB. Leider 
jagt aber nun auch Dr. Pohlmann in feinem Wuffag nicht das Richtige in 
der Veantiwortung der bon ihm geftellten Frage. Cr twarnt gunadjft fo- 
wohl bor einem unberechtigten ,,Wiblizismus” tie vor einem unberechtigten 
»Shiritualigmus”. Crfteres ijt, daB man Gottes Wort (Biblia) auf Sas 
und Vers glaubt und zur Geltung fonmmen lajjen twill. ,,Cin theologifder 
Viblizismus ift ebenfo unberedhtigt wie unmdglicgh’, fehreibt BoHlmann. 
Der Viblizismus vergift nach PKohHlimann die achtzehnhundert Jahre feit 
Ubfdhluk de3 Kanons und iiberfieht, dak in diefer angen Beit ,,Gott auch 
mit un$ getwefen ift und mit un8 und durch uns geredet Hat“. Go mup e3 
notivendigeriweife einen berechtigten ,Zrabditionaligmus3” gegeniiber einem 
iibertriebenen Bibligismus geben. Mit ,,Spiritualismus” meint Pdhlmann 
jene individuelle oder fubjeftive Schtwarmegetjteret, die jich meder an Schrift 
nod) an Befenntnis fehrt, alfo in Lehre und Praxis eigene Wege geht. 
Gegeniiber diefen beiden Richtungen, dem Vibligismus und dem Spiritua- 
lismus, mug am Traditionalismus feftgehalten werden, das Heift, die Kirde 
hat fic) die Traditionen gtvifden der Yebtgeit und der Urgeit gu mahren, 
Traditionen, die, wie in einem Grtraft fongentriert, in ihren Symbolen 
vorliegen. Diefe Symbole find fo guftande gefommen, daB e3 Gott gefallen 
hat, in den Not- und Sturmgeiten der Rirdhe jeinen Geift in befonderem 
Mage walten gu laffen. Das erflart PsHlmann weiter fo: ,,Gott Hat 
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nicht nur bor Chriftus, fondern aud nad Chrijtus mancdmal und auf 
manderlei Weife geredet gu unjern Vatern durch feine von ihm gefandten, 
bevollmachtigten und erleudjteten Boten und Knedjte und hat fo feiner Rirde 
einen reicjen Gchak bon Traditionen, von itberlieferungen, vermittelt.” 
Hier jtellt fide Pohlmann mejentlid) auf den Standpunkt de3 Papismus, 
nur dag er bon bielen bevollmadtigten und erleudteten Boten und Knedh- 
ten redet, twahrend fich dDer RomaniZmus die Sache leichter macht und alle 
iura in scrinio pectoris papae fein apt. dhlmarin glaubt gewiffermagen 
an eine Snfpiration der Traditionen und lagt dann Ddiefe injpirierien 
Traditionen zu Symbolen werden, wahrend unfere SGymbole doch nie ettvas 
andere3 haben fein twollen alS Zeugen und Darlegungen der Sdjriftwahr- 
Heit (man vergleide nur 3. B. die Cinleitung zur Kofordienformel). raz 
Dditionali8mus ift dem Autor gleich ,Shmboli8mus": in Symbolen vor- 
liegende Tradition. Getvif, eine grundjablich unbiblijche und unlutherijde 
Verwirrung! Aber das fehlimme Ende fommt nun erjt nach. Auf die 
Srage , Wie verhalten jich Heilige Schrift und Symbole gueinander?” ant- 
twortet er: ,,%Uuch die Schrift tragt fymbolhaften Charafter und fann darum 
mit den iibrigen Gymbolen der Kirche gujammengeftellt twerden.“ (Sic!) 
Nur riict die Schrift in der Reihe der Symbole ,an die erjte Stelle und 
nimimt den Rang und die Wiirde eines Urjymbols an“. Damit ijt die 
Sehrift aber zum ,magebenden Symbol fiir die itbrigen Shymbole ge- 
tworden, das jchlechthin fanonifde Symbol”. Das hort fich ja gang fchin, 
ja beinahe orthodoy an! ohlmann argumentiert nun tweiter: ,,Dak die 
Schrift Urfymbol ift, gibt ihr eine gang Hervorragende GStellung, einen 
iiberragenden Primat.” (Sic!) ,,Wber“, fo fahrt er fort, ,gilt nicht aud 
bon Ddiefem Primat da3 primus inter pares? Crjtrangiges Symbol getvif, 
aber eben auch Symbol, und damit erjter unter einer Reihe von Gleidem, 
Crjtgeborner unter vielen oder manden nachgebornen Briidern!“ Diefes 
»Gleich” erflart er dann nafer fo: ,Oft denn nicht die Schrift, fo geivif, fic 
Gottes Wort in fich tragt und Gottes Geift in ihr mwebht, eben als Schrift 
Menfcdhentwort und Menjchentwerf [!]; und redet und waltet nicht anderer- 
feitS in den Symbolen, jo gewif, jie Menfchentwort und Menjchentwerf jind, 
twiederum auch Gottes Wort und Gottes Geijt?“ Hieraus aber folgt nad) 
Pohlmann, da man bei der Behandlung de3 Verhaltniffes von Schrift und 
Shmbol iiber ein dialeftijhes Verhalinis nicht hinausfommt. Auf der einen 
Seite namlich ijt das Symbol der Schrift wefensqleich (2) und dann Iie- 
Der: Die Schrift ijt mefenSverfdhieden vom Symbol, iiberfymbolifh, Schrift 
bon eingiger rt, scriptura sacra, ,heilige’ Schrift. Und twas will dad 
fhlieBlich alles heigen? Dies, daR Pohfmann die Grunddiffereng aiwifden 
Sehrift und Vefenntnis nicht anerfennt. Die Schrift ift ihm nicht das 
twortlich eingegebene, eingigartige Wort Gotte3, fondern Mtenjchentwort und 
Menjdhentwerf, obiwohl fie GotteSs Wort ,,in fich tragt” und Gottes Geijt 
nin ifr toeht”. Pohlmann berivirft die Lehre bon der Verbalin{piration; 
fo fann er fcjlieblich auch feinen rechten Unterfdhied finden gwifchen Schrift 
und Sefennini3 und muf fic) in die Ausflucht eines ,,dialeftifden Ver- 
haltniffes” fliicten. Wuf der andern Seite aber erhoht er nach rimijfder 
Weife die Symbole auf das Niveau der Schrift; denn auch fie tragen ihm, 
iwie Die Schrift, Gottes Wort in fich und in ihnen weht Gottes Geift. Cine 
Unnaherung an die Lehre der Reformation findet fich daher bei Pohlmann 
nidt. Sein Barthianismus, fein rationalijtijder Moderni3mus, apt e3 
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nidt gu, dab er gur Lehre der Konfordienformel guriidfehrt. Diefe aber 
lehrt itber das Verhaltnis von Schrift und Befenntnis gang anders als 
Rihlmann: ihr ijt das Symbol der Schrift nie mwefensgleich; ihr ift das 
Symbol nur firdhliche Darlegung der aus der Sehrifr gefdspften gutt- 
liden Lehre; ihr ijt die Schrift allein norma normans; fie fill nur norma 
normata fein. Wher das erniedrigt da3 Symbol nidt; da3 macht dad 
Symbol nicht ungewiz. Mein; eben tweil e3 nach der Heiligen Schrift nor- 
miert ift, ift eS ein getviffes Beugnid der gottlidjen Wahrheit, norma atque 
regula, nad, aber doch auch wieder mit undin der Schrift. Umegefehrt 
aber Hat dad Symbol itberall da feinen wirfliden Wert, wo man die luthe-z 
rife Lehre bon der Ynfpiration der Sdhrift verwirft und man dann da3 
Symbol nicht alS aus der Schrift gefchopft anerfennt, fondern e3 al ein 
pure das Wehen de$ Heiligen Geiftes in von Chrifto erleudteten Mannern 
gujtandegefommenes Traditionsbuch betradhtet (nebenbei bemerkt, find nach 
des Schreiber$ Darjtellung Schrift fowohl als Symbol eigentlich durd VMu- 
mination, Da8 moderne Gurrogat fiir Qnfpiration, entftanden). Denn feit 
der Upoftel Beit (vgl. Eph. 2, 20; oh. 17, 20; Hebr. 1, 1. 2 uf.) hat 
Chrijtus augkerhalb der Schrift nun einmal nicht mehr gu und durd uns 
geredet. Behauptet man, Gott rede nod) jebt gu und durch uns auferhalb 
der Schrift, fo ijt das nichts anderes alZ der von dem Schreiber felbjt als 
unberechtigt bertworfene Spirituali8mus, das Heipt, die in der Kirche un- 
berechtigtgt Gh warmgeifteret. Auch in begug auf die Doftrin von 
dem Verhalinis gwijchen Schrift und Befenntnis bringt die Ddialeftifdje 
Theologie die Kirche nicht gum Standpunft der Reformation guriic€; denn 
wad die Dialeftifche Theologie einerfeits fo fraftig bejaht, verneint fie par- 
tout andererfeit3. Und gerade darin Tiegt iiberhaupt der grope Schade diefer 
qnoftifd-philofophifden Richtung, diefes rationaliftifhen Modernismus im 
Getwand der Reformation. %. T. Me. 

Die natiirlidhe Gotteserfenntni3 unter den Heiden. Cinen interefjanten 
und twichtigen Beitrag zu Mom. 1,19.20 und 2,14.15 Liefert Mifjionar 
%. Sttmann aus dem Kamerun, Weftafrifa, unter der tberfdhrift ,,Urtitm- 
lide Bindungen und Vol*Zordnungen im vorderen Kamerun” in dem 
»&vang. Mifjions-Magagin” (Heft 1, Vahrg. 80). Da auch wir uns 
intmer twieder mit Der Frage befdhaftigen mitjfen: Wie dent fic) der Heide 
Gott? fo diirften einige Sabe aus dem fehr lehrreichen Referat fiir un3 
bon Qntereffe fein. Miffionar Yitmann fereibt: ,Wohin man im Wald- 
gebiet fommt, wiffen die Leute bon Gott. Und er ijt nidt gedacht 
alg irgendein Gédbe oder auch fonft mit etwas Dinglidem vermifedt, 
jondern er ift der iberweltlidhe Schipfer von Erde und Himmel 
und der Erjdaffer de3 Kinde3 im Mutterleib. Die Duala haben alB Veiz 
namen Gotte3 da8 Wort Muwekipeki, ,Sdipfer‘, und die Wiederholung 
de8 Wortftamms dritdt fdon aus, dak das CErjdaffen nicht nur ein ein- 
maliger Ut ijt. Die Banfon nennen ihn Mfega-bod, ,Menjfdjenerfdaffer’. 
Andere bilden andere Namen bon dem alten Kameruner Beitwort peka, 
jdhopfen’, ,erfdhipfen’. Der Geide verbindet mit feiner Gottesvorftellung 
nidt alle3, was wir im erjten Artikel itber das Hochite Wejen ausjagen, 
aber Namen und Vorjtellungen find durdaus fiir den chrijtlicjen Unter- 
ridt braudbar. Die groke Aufgabe in Predigt und Unterricht ijt die, die 
Menjden gu lebendigem Glauben an und herglidem Vertrauen gu diefem 
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befannien Gott gu fiihren. — Dak diefer Gott auch Anteil nimmt am 
menfdliden Ergehen, daB er den Frommen Buberjicdt, ihr Trot in Not, 
ihre Leuchte im Tode ijt, .. . wird nur von eingelnen Heiden geahnt. Wenn 
man hort, weldje Beinamen 3. B. die Bafwirt am RKamerunberge ihrem 
Gottesnamen Owase hingufiigen: Lowa, ,der Himmel3herr‘, Lowa leyoyo, 
der unbeflectte HimmelSherr‘, Monge oder Mongonge, ,der MWherr‘, Ndando, 
Abgrengung‘’, das Heift, der von feinen Gefdhopfen gu unterfdeiden ijt, 
der aber auch den Stammen und Volfern Grengen und Unterjdeioungen 
gejebt hat; wenn man ire Anrede im Heidnifden Gebet hort: A Owas’ 
a Loba la Monge mo Ndando, ,du groper, allmacdhtiger OSimmel3gott der 
Ordnung®: jo mug man fich nur wundern, dak fie, ftatt gu Lebendigerer 
GotteSerfennini3 und wahrem GotteSglauben durdgudringen, Gott gum 
Spott gemacht haben: Er hat fich guriicgegogen in unermeffene Fernen, 
unerreidjbar; und weil er gut ijt, mug man ifm nicht dienen noc ifn 
fiirdten. (Dies erflart fich aus dem Schuldbetwuftiein der Heiden: man 
flieht Gott.) Wus der Finjternis ihres unbverjtindigen Hergens wachjt bei 
ifnen twie bei andern Heiden die AWfterreligion: die Totengeifter treten 
an Stelle de3 himmlifden Vaters, Machtglaube, Blutfult und WAmnletten- 
twefen berdrangen den Wllmachtigen; Gott wird gum Sehatten (abhnlid 
twie beim Papismus). Trok GotteZahnung find fie abgeglitten gu Geijter- 
Dienjt, gu Herenz und Totenfurcht; Zauber, Orafel, AWmulettentwefen fpielen 
fie in die Hande betriigerifdher Menfdjen; Naturberbundenheit wird Natur- 
gebundenheit. Wber durch all diejen Wujt und Dunft hindurd lernen die 
Heiden auf Grund ihrer Gottesahnung doch immer twieder, die Hande aus- 
gujtreden nach dem etvigen Gut, heraus aus Knechtung, Vergtweiflung und 
Not. C3 ijt die Schuld der Heiden, von dem herrlichen Schipfergott gu 
wwiffen und jich doch Dem Gejchopf hingugeben in heijem Bemiihen. Darum 
ijt Diefe AUnkniipfung auch verbunden mit der Predigt gur Bue. Die Baja 
am Ganaga haben eine Giindenfall-iiberlieferung, die fich tie eine ind 
Wfrifanijche iibertragene Parallele deS biblijcdhen Verichts anhirt. Der 
groge Gegenjak ruht in der Fortjebung diefe3 VBeridis. Jn der Schrift 
horen wir bom blogen, hauenden Schwert de3 Cherub. Bugleich aber lapt 
die lange RKette der Offenbarung bom Frotevangelium bis zum cingebornen 
Sohn, der in de} Vaters Scho ijt, die gegenfeitigen Begiehungen in Suchen 
und Gidfindenlajfen nimmer abreigfen. Bon all dem haben die Baja nichts. 
Das eingige, twas ihnen blieb, ijt die Kunde bon einem groken Stein am 
Sluk mit eigentiimlicder Verticfung, ,die lebte Fubipur Gottes auf Crden‘. — 
Veffer alS der aufrechte Gang unterfdeidet das Getwiffen den Menjdjen 
bom Tier. Auch die Heiden unterfdeiden giwifden gut und bofe bei ficd 
und andern. IUnjere Leute haben feinen befonderen Namen fiir da3 Ge- 
twiffen. Wir gebraucjen dafiir Mulema, ,Gerg‘, oder Doi La Mulema, 
Stimme de3 Hergens‘; denn das Gelwiffen aupert fic) bet ifnen wie in 
einer Stimme. Das Getwifjen ftellt den Menfden in die Verantiwortung 
bor den Hidhften, berbindet aber auch gugleich mit den Menfdjen, gunadjt 
den Nachften dem Nachften, aber auch den Menfchen dem Mitmenfden. 
Denn Gott fteht hinter dem Gewwijjen; Gott und Getwiffen gehiren gujam- 
men, auch two beides vberdunfelt ijt. .Gott ift gut und hakt das Boje; Gott 
hapt ungerechtes Geridht.‘“ 
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Fiirwahr, eine feine Jluftration und Beftatigung deffen, was uns 
Paulus im Rdmerbrief Kap. 1 und 2 fagt. Bugleid) ijt dies aber auch dod) 
wieder eine ernfte Mahnung an uns Chrijten, dag wir auch diefen armen, 
in Blindheit dabingehenden Mienjdjen die feligmadende Gotteserfenntnis 
poll und gang bringen follten. &. X. Me. 

A Confession. — America (Roman Catholic) of March 7 contains 
a sketch of the present political situation in Spain under the title “The 
Spanish Elections,” by Owen B. McGuire. After describing the seven par- 
ties, five Catholic and two anti-Catholic, he cites with approval the Bishop 
of Barcelona, who says: (In the present elections) “we have reached 
a crisis in our history whose outcome will decide the very existence of 
Catholic Spain.” Then he makes a confession, rather surprising in a 
Catholic journal: “We have had in this country no adequate idea of the 
extent to which Spain has been dechristianized within the last 150 
years. . . . The masses of the working class have been lost to the 
Churech.... It is due to two causes, both equally deplorable: the neglect, 
material and spiritual, of the toiling masses. Spain was politically the 
worst-governed and most boss-ridden country in Europe.... The neglect 
of the working class by their spiritual guides was no less deplorable and 
is incomprehensible when one considers the many warnings they had in 
the insurrections of the past hundred years. The poor people were neither 
instructed in their religion nor kept to its practise.” A similar confession 
regarding Mexico would be good for the Catholic soul. For centuries the 
“Church” has neglected, enslaved, and mulcted the people of Mexico. No 
Christian will attempt to justify the antireligious activity of government 
officials; but Rome, in Mexico and in Spain, is reaping the harvest of 
its own seeding. T.H. 


The Catholic Youth Movement in the Church of England. — 
In the Anglican Church, at the centenary of the Oxford Movement in 1933, 
an Anglo-Catholic youth movement was begun, which calls itself “The 
Seven Years’ Association” because the movement as first conceived is a tem- 
porary one intended to last till 1940, when an international congress is to 
be held. One of the chief spokesmen of the movement is a young man of 
twenty-six years, Peter Winkworth by name, who, when the Dean of 
St. Paul’s in London advocated Pan-Protestant services “to attract youth,” 
made the famous reply, “You do not understand youth, sir. Youth is won 
not by stunts, but by discipline.” Writing in the Living Church, this 
young lawyer reports as the rule of life of his association the following 
six points: “1) To be present at Mass on Sundays and the greater holy- 
days and to keep Sunday as a day of worship, rest, and recreation. 2) To 
receive Holy Communion at least three times a year, of which Eastertide 
shall be one. 3) To go to confession at least once a year. 4) To fast in 
Lent and to eat no meat on Fridays. 5) To uphold the Church’s marriage 
law. 6) To give regularly to the support of the Church and ministry.” 


While one admires the stamina which these young people manifest, 
endeavoring to stem the tide of unionistic indifference, one has to feel 
sorry for them, beholding the salad which they have prepared for them- 
selves, mixing into it in such large proportion popish and legalistic in- 
gredients. A. 
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Altteftamentlide VBibelfunde. Cin Handbuch fiir Bibellefer. Von Martin 
Thilo. Mit vielen graphijdhen Darjftelungen und Karten. Verlag von 
S. & Steinfopf in Stuttgart. 488 Seiten 534X8%4, in Leinwand mit 
Dedel= und Riicentitel gebunden. Preis: M. 8.50. 

Diefe ,Bibelfunde” ift fiir Theologen und auch gebildete Laien beftimmt und 
enthalt viel Schines und GuteS. Die Wbficht de ganzen Werfes ift, eine 3u- 
fammenbhdingende SnhaltSangabe der biblijdhen Biicher darzubieten. Darin unter: 
fcheidet fid) Dies Werk von allen fonjtigen Cinleitungen in die Bibel: alle Literar- 
fritifden und religionSgefdhictlicen Fragen find ausgefdhloffen. Der BVerfaffer 
geht bon der itberzeugung aus, dak eS eben vielfac) an der rechten Bibelfenntnis 
fehlt, und ohne Brweifel hat eine folde Weije etwas fiir fic); und die Darftellung 
wird trefflic) unterftiigt durch cine Nethe von Abbildungen, Zufjammenftellungen, 
gtaphijden Darjftellungen und Karten. Beftindig wird aud) auf die Bibel jelbjt 
veriviefen, fo Daf man immer nadfdlagen fann. Recht wertvoll und iiberfidtlich, 
um ein Rapitel herausSzugreifen, ijt die Darftellung de$ mofaijden Rechts in drei 
Kapiteln: erjtenS das Hffentliche Recht, sweitenS das Privatredht, drittens das 
Vilfer= und KriegSredht. Chenjo wertvoll ijt aud) die Cinteilung und Bnbhalts- 
angabe bei einem fo fchwierigen Buche wie Hiob. Aber freilicy haben wir aud) 
fchwerwiegende Wusftellungen 3u machen. Der Verfajfer findet in dem Wort von 
dev Feindidhaft zwifdhen dem Schlangen- und Weibesfamen nichts vom Meffias, 
fondern der Gedanfe ift: ,Der Menjd fann nicht zur Rube fommen, indem er fic 
dem Bifen reftlo$ hingibt. Cr fann von dem Kampf gegen die Verfiihrung nit 
laffen. ber dem alfo gefegten Kampf jedoch fdhwebt die Hoffnung auf Befiegung 
deS Bfen und die Erldjung von allem itbel dem gittlicen Worte gemap.” (S. 27.) 
Den Jubhalt deS Hohenliedes Salomos bejzeidnet der Verfaffer al$ ,cin Brwie- 
gefprad gwifdhen Braiutigam und Braut, beziehungsweife gwifden Mann und 
Weib”, und gibt als Wbficht des BucheS an: ,Der Dichter befingt das Gliic der 
Ginehe, das er erlebt hat.” (S. 376—8378.) Und fo finnten wir nod mehr Stellen 
geltend machen, Die unfere Kritif herausrufen bei Befaias, Daniel und andern 
biblifdhen Biichern. Aber priifende Lefer finnen aus dem Buche gar manedjes 
lernen. LQ. Firbringer. 


The Interpretation of St. Paul’s First and Second Epistle to the 
Corinthians. By R. C. H. Lenski. Lutheran Book Concern, Colum- 
bus, O. 1,383 pages, 54%,X9. Price, $5.00. Order from Concordia 
Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

Here we are furnished another one of the masterly volumes from the 
pen of Dr. Lenski which, when their number is complete, will constitute 
a commentary on the New Testament that friend and foe will have to 
acknowledge as a splendid contribution to Lutheran literature. The Lu- 
theran Book Concern, we ought to add, announces that “the finished manu- 
scripts for the remaining books of the New Testament are in the hands 
of the publishers and will be issued at the rate of one or two per year.” 
Like the other volumes of this series, this one is of attractive exterior and 
invites reading through the beautiful large type used by the printer, who 
evidently put the salus oculorum lectoris above the considerations of his 
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own exchequer. In examining the contents, one will at once be struck 
with the author’s refusal to fall in with any of the dissecting theories of 
crities who see in Second Corinthians a medley of letters joined together 
rather awkwardly, without satisfactory transitions. It is wholesome read- 
ing to see how thoroughly and mercilessly he applies the broom to all the 
hypothetical cobwebs which some scholars have spent precious years in 
constructing. Next the conservative Lutheran reader will not fail to re- 
mark the uncompromising adherence to the teaching of inspiration which 
here directly and indirectly is in evidence. On page 10 we read: “The Holy 
Spirit guided Paul’s mind and thought, so that the result bears the divine 
stamp.” 1 Cor. 14, 37. 38. “This written result is the real evidence of in- 
spiration. It governs in indissoluble union Paul’s thought and his word. 
This is what the Church terms verbal inspiration, —and there is none 
other as a point of fact. Not one wrong or faulty word; Paul’s mind in- 
deed; Paul’s thoughts indeed; Paul’s words indeed; yet all of them under 
the divine mind and will.” That the theology of the author as reflected 
in his comments is altogether Christocentric needs no proof where his books 
are known. 

In the exegetical process Dr. Lenski follows the old, proved method, 
translating the sacred text, explaining grammatical and textual matters 
that are difficult or peculiar, and setting forth tersely, in language of his 
own, the thoughts and truths the passage contains. Here as well as in 
his former commentaries he refrains from cataloguing all the various views 
which in the course of centuries have been uttered in the attempt to inter- 
pret these epistles. Since the readers of this review will be interested in 
having placed before them Dr. Lenski’s interpretation on some much- 
discussed passages, I shall briefly submit his comments or opinion on a few 
of them. 

In 1 Cor. 7,12 the statement of St. Paul which has perplexed some 
Bible-readers, “Now to the rest say I myself, not the Lord,” is given this 
satisfactory interpretation: “Jesus had no occasion to pronounce on the 
sort of cases that Paul had to treat among the Corinthians. Hence Paul 
cannot appeal to a logion, or statement, of Jesus when instructing the 
Corinthians regarding these. He must speak (lego) regarding this type 
himself; but he does so as an apostle, with divine apostolic authority. 
Thus, as he writes, divine inspiration applies to what he now records as 
his own apostolic statement just as fully as it did to what he records in 
restating the Lord’s logion in its application to the Corinthians, vv. 10. 11.” 
(P.295f.) The difficult passage 1 Cor. 15,29, speaking of baptism “for 
the dead,” is rendered and explained as follows: “ ‘Else what shall they do 
who are baptized with a view to the dead,’ that is, who by the work and 
example of Christians who have passed on are induced to have themselves 
baptized?” (P.703 ff.) On 1 Cor. 14, 34 this is the salient comment: “Any 
act on the part of women which sets aside her subjection to man is in 
violation of the ‘Law,’ the will of God as expressed in creation and stated 
in His Word. An act of such a nature would be the speaking of women 
in the public services either in a tongue or a prophecy.” (P.627.) The 
mention of the “third heaven” in 2 Cor. 12,2 is thus commented on: “The 
first heaven is that of the clouds, the second that of the far firmament of 
the sky and the stars, the third is the actual abode of God, of the angels, 
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and of departed saints in glory.” (P.1333.) In a few instances I prefer 
a different interpretation. While I agree that in 1 Cor. 3,13 “the day” 
refers to Judgment Day, “gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, stubble,” 
of v.12 seem to me, according to the context, not to refer to the teachings 
uttered by Christian pastors, but to their activities in general. Likewise 
with respect to 1 Cor. 12,10, it seems to me that the better interpretation 
of the term “divers kinds of tongues” is ecstatic speech and not foreign 
tongues which the speaker has never learned. But is absolute uniformity 
of an exegete’s views with our own in respect to every little exegetical 
detail to be the criterion which decides acceptance or rejection of his com- 
mentary? If that were the case, I am afraid the reader could mention but 
few commentaries which would escape being put on his black list. From 
such lengths of fanaticism may the Lord graciously preserve us! The little 
snatches of interpretation submitted cannot, and are not intended to, give 
an adequate idea of the thoroughness with which exegetical difficulties are 
discussed in this work; they will, however, confirm the impression which 
my remarks, I hope, have created, that here we have a commentary which 
is scholarly, conservative, and doctrinally reliable. The presentation 
throughout is clear, vigorous, and stimulating. Hence the book can be 
warmly recommended. W. ARNDT. 


Gegenwartsfragen in der neuteftamentliden Wiffenfdaft. 1. SEjus als 
RKampfer. 2. War BEfus Bude? 3. Artgemifes Chriftentum. Bon 
Pohannes Leipoldt.. A. Deihertidhe Verlagshucdhandlung, Leipzig. 
1935. 133 Seiten 6X9. Preis: RM. 3.80. 

Wenn wir aud) die Stellung zur Schrift verwerfen, die Durch deS Verfaffers 
Uusfihrungen hindurdh{chimmert, und wenn auch feine Weife, von JEju gu reden, 
die Gottheit deS HeilandeS nicht geniigend bead)tet, fo geben wir dod) gern ju, 
DafB man viel aus diefer Brofdiire lernen fann. Danfbar nimmt der Lefer im 
erften Wuffak die Zufammenftellung deffen im Neuen Teftament, was uns den 
HErrn JEjum im Kampf gegen feine Feinde zeigt, entgegen. Wber wenn Leipoldt 
meint, in der Schilderung bei Matthius im Vergleich mit der deS Martus eine 
gewiffe Zuriichaltung 3u finden (S. 11), fo mag das wohl an vielen Stellen ju- 
treffen, weil eben Mtarfus anjfchaulicer erzGhlt als Matthius; aber eS ift nicht 
gu iiberjehen, dak gum Beifpiel das niederfehmetternde Wehefapitel fic) gerade bei 
Matthius findet (Matth. 23). Jn dem Auffak itber die Frage ,War JEfus 
ude?” meint Leipoldt, aus den Worten JEju Marek. 12, 35. 36 den Sdhlup ziehen 
gu miiffen, SEjus lehne die Vorftellung ab, dak der Meffias von David abju- 
ftammen habe (S. 18). Welch eine ganz unberechtigte Folgerung! Hier find allerlei 
Erorterungen eingeflodten, die Guberft intereffant find, wie die religionSgefdidt- 
lichen Betradtungen iiber den Sonnenfdirm, das Kultbild und die Tempel. Auf 
die von ihm geftellte Frage antwortet der Verfaffer, dap YEfus fowoh! itber das 
Sudentum wie auch iiber das Griechentum hinausgebhe (S. 63). Bft in dem dritten 
Auffak, der don artgemafem Chriftentum handelt, die Behauptung ridtig: ,Cbenfo 
miiffen unfere Miffionare im fremden Lande ein Chriftentum verfiinden, das dort 
artgemaf ift” (S.68)? Da ift doch der Unterfchied gwijden Snhalt und Form 
berwifdht. So enthalt das Buch viel Feffelndes, Neues und AUngziehende3, aber 
aud) mancdes, dDem wir unfere Billigung verfagen miiffen. Das Werk fchlieht 
mit einem ,UWusblid” betitelten Kapitel, worin volfstiimlide Art in den verfdhie- 
denen Bweigen der dhriftliden Kirche turz erdrtert wird. W. Arndt. 
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The Greatest Thing in the World. By Henry Drummond. The Gospel 
Trumpet Co., Anderson, Ind. 72 pages, 4X6. Price, 50 cts. 

Henry Drummond, a Scotch geologist and religious writer, professor 
of Natural Science in the Free Church College, Glasgow, died March 11, 
1897, who, like his rich banker father of the same name, was an ardent 
adherent of Irvingianism, is still widely known by his two little books: 
The Natural Law in the Spiritual World (1883), an attempt to apply 
in a modified way the evolutionistic principles of Darwinism to the sphere 
of the spiritual life, and: T'he Greatest Thing in the World (1890), an 
exposition and application of Paul’s wonderful anthem of love, 1 Cor. 13. 
Of the two, the latter is the more suitable for Christian readers in general. 
Strictly speaking, it is not really exegetical, but rather illustrative and 
applicatory. Its attractive style and profound, sparkling thoughts have 
made it a literary favorite in Christian circles ever since its appearance. 
Not always does it measure up to orthodoxy. Inaccuracies abound, as do 
also ambiguities. Obviously the author did not possess a clear idea of 
the basie distinction between Law and Gospel, justification and sanctifi- 
cation. His illustrations at times are misleading. “Remain side by side 
with Him who loved us,” he says (p.50), “and you will become a per- 
manent magnet.” The author should have explained what it means to 
remain side by side with Jesus; as it is, both the Fundamentalist and the 
Modernist will say amen to the statement, though each in a different 
meaning. The sweet passage John 3,16 he explains in this sense: “Who- 
soever loveth Him shall have everlasting life.” You may say this, pro- 
vided you explain faith correctly and the relation between faith and love 
(p.63). To ask “Who is Christ?” and then to answer: “He who fed 
the hungry,” ete., is not a distinctively Christian characterization of the 
divine-human Christ, who died for the sins of the world as His primary 
work on earth. To propound the question, “Where is Christ?” and then 
simply to reply: “Whoso shall receive a little child in My name,” ete., 
certainly dees not treat that important query adequately (p.72). In spite 
of its faults Drummond’s The Greatest Thing in the World has become 
a quasi-classic in the religious literature of England and America, so that 
it ought to be read (though not implicitly accepted) by Christian min- 
isters. J. T. MUELLER. 


The Cross of Christ. By James H.Todd. The Bible Institute Colportage 
Association, Chicago. 128 pages, 43%, X63. Price, 20 cts. 

A bad spot on an apple may not spoil that entire apple, but it will 
certainly mar its beauty and its usefulness. Even so with a book. The 
little book under review has such bad spots. The author says, page 99: 
“If one is to use Scripture accurately, he must admit that redemption is 
not by the death of Christ, but by His blood; for that is its meaning 
in the New Testament (Eph.1,7; 1 Pet.1,18.19; Rom. 3,24.25).” The 
Scripture uses both expressions in speaking of our redemption by the blood 
of Christ and by the death of Christ. We read Rom. 5,10 that “we were 
reconciled to God by the death of His Son.” 

On page 61 Mr. Todd says: “Notice has been taken of the different 
passages where Christ is said to have died for others, and it has been shown 
that the word ‘for’ signifies ‘on behalf of.’ In Matt. 20,28 and Mark 10, 45, 
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where His coming ‘to give his life a ransom for many’ are the words used, 
the word ‘for’ means ‘instead of’; for it is the Greek word anti. In 1 Tim. 
2,6 there is almost the very same expression; only instead of the word 
‘many’ it is ‘all’; and the word ‘for’ is not ‘anti,’ but ‘uper,’ on behalf of; 
so the perfect accuracy of the Scriptures is evident. He gave Himself to 
provide a ransom ‘on behalf of all,’ but it was ‘instead of’ the many, not 
of all; for all do not accept the sacrifice. Christ therefore was a Sub- 
stitute for all who believe on Him as their Savior. It was when He hung 
on the cross that He became the Substitute and not during His life.” 

Evidently Mr. Todd, in accordance with Calvinistic teaching, is denying 
that Christ died instead of all; he denies universal grace. This he tries 
to defend by saying that two different Greek prepositions are used Matt. 
20,28 and 1Tim.2,6. He says that the Greek preposition gvyti means 
instead of and jxég means merely in behalf of. Says Robertson: “All 
three prepositions, ixéo, dvti, 106, yield themselves naturally to the idea 
of substitution where the connection calls for it.” (A Short Grammar of 
the Greek New Testament, p.124.) Thayer, in his Greek Lewicon, says 
that iagg with the genitive may mean in place of, instead of. Besides, 
there are many, many Bible-passages which prove that Christ died as the 
Substitute of all sinners, Rom. 5,18; John 1,29; 2 Pet. 2,1. 

In reference to the Lord’s Supper Mr. Todd teaches the Reformed doc- 
trine, which denies the real presence of Christ’s body and blood in the 
Sacrament. He says: “The bread and the wine are simply memorials of 
the body and blood of Christ. Believers do not come to the Lord’s Table 
to feed on Christ, but to take the emblems provided in memory of Him and 
of His death for them, recognizing that they have already eternal life by 
faith in Him as Savior and Lord.” 

It is very regrettable that Christians who in all sincerity mean to 
teach the truth will not abide by the plain words and the plain teachings 
of Scripture. Universal grace, for instance, is taught throughout the 
Scriptures in such unmistakable words that any one who takes the Bible 
as it reads must accept this doctrine of universal grace. Yet Calvinists 
persistently and stubbornly deny it and thereby rob the sinner of the 
positive assurance of his salvation. According to Calvinistic doctrine 
many cannot be saved because they have no Savior. If there is no universal 
grace, what real assuring comfort can a pastor of the Calvinistic type give 
to a dying sinner? J. H. C. Frirz. 


The Beloved Physician of Teheran. The Miracle of the Conversion of 
Dr. Sa’eed, Khan, Kurdistani, Lokman-il-Mulk. By Isaac Malek 
Yonan, sometime professor at Urmia College, Persia. Cokesbury 
Press, Nashville, Tenn. 117 pages, 5148. Price, $1.00. Order 
through Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

That the mission spirit is not dead in our American Christians is 
proved by the numerous mission books which are put on the market in 
our country in ever greater number, and much more so by the fact that 
they sell. Yonan’s The Beloved Physician of Teheran, we are sure, will 
find many interested readers. The author, a native-born Persian, by his 
own claim a descendant of the old Assyrian race, which was largely con- 
verted to the Christian (Nestorian) faith at an early time of the Chris- 
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tian Church, tells of the conversion and the successful missionary work of 
a converted Kurd, formerly a bigoted Mohammedan, but after his con- 
version a humble, devout Christian medical missionary, whose proficiency 
in medical science enabled him at last to serve even kings and princes. 
But always he is true to the real mission of his life—the testimony of 
Jesus, in whom he has found the divine Savior. The difficulties which are 
encountered in connection with mission-work among the Mohammedans are 
graphically described in the book and still more so the numerous trials 
which those must endure who abjure Mohammedanism and espouse the 
Christian faith. J. T. MUELLER. 


Ralph Norton and the Belgian Gospel Mission. By Edith F. Norton. 
Introduction by Ch. G. Trumbull, editor of the Sunday-school Times. 
Fleming H. Revell Company, New York. 253 pages, 7445. Price, 
$2.00. Order through Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


The story of Ralph Norton is told in a fascinating manner in these 
pages, the biography being woven around the founding and development 
of the Belgian Gospel Mission, now known the world over. Started in 1918, 
in the mist of Roman Catholicism, by Mr. and Mrs. Norton, the mission 
to-day maintains 66 posts of evangelization, distributed over nine provinces 
of Belgium. Two Bible schools are maintained, providing a two-year course 
in practical Bible-training and a third year of practical work. Summer 
campaigns are conducted with two Gospel tents and two Gospel cars; 
also open-air meetings are held in public places, together with an intensive 
distribution of Gospel literature. The work is delightfully prepared in 


attractive literary style. W. G. Potack. 


The Highway to Happiness. Twenty-five sermons by Archibald Alea- 
ander Little, D.D. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 204 pages, 514X7%4. Price, $1.25. 

The tenor of these sermons can be seen from the following quotations: 
“There can be no doubt of what Jude meant by the phrase — ‘The Faith.’ 
It was that body of teaching begun in Eden, expressed by Moses and the 
prophets, confirmed and illumined by Jesus in His life and death, preached 
by the apostles and accepted by the Church as its final creed. May we 
emphasize a few of these great truths: a personal God, a Spirit infinite, 
eternal and unchangeable in His being, wisdom, power, holiness, justice, 
goodness, and truth; an infallible Word inspired as the only rule to direct 
us how we may glorify God; a human, divine Savior, born of the Virgin 
Mary, who by a perfect obedience and sacrifice of Himself fully satisfied 
the justice of God and thus not only purchased our reconciliation, but an 
everlasting inheritance in glory for all who believe on Him. Others are: 
the presence and power of the Holy Spirit; the life everlasting; the 
resurrection of the body. These are the center and heart of ‘the faith once 
for all delivered unto the saints.’”— “The trouble with the Christian 
pulpit to-day is, too many take their texts from Paul, but their sermons 
from Browning, Tennyson, and the Unitarian press.” 

In his foreword Dr. Little says: “The confusion in social life and 
in business is preceded by a confusion in religious thinking. To get back 
to a sane and sound life requires us to have clearer views of God’s age-old 
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verities. We find them in a book called the Holy Scriptures. They contain 
a system of truth. When the Reformation of Luther and Calvin awakened 
the sleeping Church of Europe, in the dimness of the dawning, many 
strange and confused ideas sprung up. Innumerable cults, fantastic in 
their expression, filled Europe with clamor. Hence arose the necessity 
of creeds, the statements that learned and pious men composed out of 
the Scriptures. The Augsburg Confession, the Heidelberg Catechisms, 
and for English-speaking people the Westminster Confession and the Larger 
and Shorter Catechisms. These creeds settled the religious thinking of 
Europe and America for two and a half centuries. And the world swept 
on into the greatest era of its development. Men, guided by these state- 
ments, followed the Book in life and practise. In the last seventy-five 
years there has been a swing away from the creeds; and especially has 
the Calvinistic statement been decried, till now the thinking of the world 
is confused and bedlam has broken out in all departments of life, political, 
economic, social, as well as religious. The object of these sermon-essays 
is to anchor our hearts and minds in the eternal verities of God, presented 
in His Word, by presenting these Scriptural truths in the modern language 
of the street.” We do not of course agree with the Calvinistic system of 
theology. In fact, the flexibility which Calvinists have given to their 
doctrinal system has invited and fostered sectarianism and that doctrinal 
indifferentism which, though unintentionally, paved the way for Mod- 
ernism. Dr. Little, however, in his sermons does not put Calvinism into 
the foreground, but rather the fundamental doctrines of Christianity, the 
doctrines of the Bible; and that, in these days of apostasy and denial, 


is mast refreshing. J. H.C. Frirz. 


Winsome Soul-Winning. With a “Memory Kit” for Personal Workers. 
By A.W. Knock, B.D., author of Personal Evangelism. The Lu- 
theran Bible Institute Book-store, Minneapolis, Minn. 95 pages. 
Vest-pocket pamphlet form, 23%, X5%4. Price, 15 cts. 

This is Pastor Knock’s vest-pocket guide for Christian workers en- 
gaged in personal soul-winning, a booklet to be used in connection with 
a larger work on the same subject, entitled Personal Evangelism, in which 
the various topics, here briefly dealt with, are more thoroughly discussed. 
The little manual possesses many commendable features. For one thing, 
the very project, here fitly embodied in a practical guide for workers, 
is praiseworthy, while the organization and presentation of the subject- 
matter is in many respects good. The author understands what a soul- 
winner must know, and he offers him valuable information and helpful 
suggestions. Four chapters are devoted to the worker himself, showing 
what he must know and do to become a faithful, zealous witness to Christ, 
while four others point out to him how to win souls for salvation. 
(Cf. Part V, Methods; VI, Excuses; VII, Important General Truths; 
VIII, Worldly Amusements.) Proper emphasis is laid upon the memoriz- 
ing of suitable Scripture-passages and upon using them in place of argu- 
ment when dealing with those who are to be won. Unfortunately, how- 
ever, the booklet cannot be recommended to such as wish to be guided in 
their work by sound Lutheran principles; for in many places it is saturated 
with the spirit of sectarian enthusiasm. The term saved is thus used in 
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a sense foreign to strict Lutheran usage, which distinguishes between 
objective and subjective reconciliation (for the “saved” substitute the 
“eonverted” or the “regenerate”). Moreover, the assurance of salvation 
is based, not objectively upon the universal Gospel-promises in Christ 
Jesus, but subjectively, upon a person’s confession of his sins, upon Christ’s 
indwelling in the believer, on the inquirer’s sincere acceptance of Jesus, 
upon prayer, upon thanksgiving (pp. 6.58, etc.), in short, upon infused 
grace, or the believer’s subjective attitude toward Christ. It is gross 
Calvinistic leaven which has crept in at this point. Furthermore, the 
writer permitted himself to be drawn away into the pietistic extravagances 
of those Holiness groups whose perfectionism manifests itself in such 
fanaticisms, as complete self-surrender and victorious life. (Cf. p. 95: “To 
the truly surrendered believer the question of amusements is no serious 
difficulty. The fully surrendered soul is fully and completely satisfied with 
Jesus.” Or p.94: “Are you living a surrendered life?”) This is the 
language, not of sound Lutheranism, but of morbid Methodism. The 
author has used the Revised Version, whose revisions at times are quite 
disturbing to those who have learned their Bible-passages from the King 
James Version. We regret that we must discover these errors in a work 
which we should like to recommend in view of the fact that good literature 
on soul-winning is needed. But such literature must be entirely free from 
Calvinistic subjectivism and enthusiasm and thoroughly Lutheran in spirit 
and expression if it is to serve its purpose of building up and preserving 
a truly Lutheran Church in America. J. T. MUELLER. 


How to Teach Evangelical Christianity with Special Reference to 
the Word of God. By Theodor Heckel. Zondervan Publishing 
House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 121 pages, 514X714. Paper. Price, 
75 ets. Order through Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


A translation by N. E. Richardson and K. J. Stratemeier of one of the 
outstanding contributions to modern religious pedagogy. Rev. Heckel is 
Superior Consistory Counsel of the German Evangelical Church Union and 
in this volume offers his contribution to methodology in a simple style 
that easily causes one to overlook the profound scholarship and pedagog- 
ical mastery with which the book is written. The reader will find as 
notable a combination of modern psychology and methodology applied to 
the old Bible history and Catechism material, as can be found anywhere 
in modern literature. The translators deserve our thanks for having 
made this text available for the American teacher of religion. 

TH. GRAEBNER. 


The Educational Philosophy of Herman Bavinck. A Text-book in 
Education. By Cornelius Jaarsma, Ph. D. Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub- 
lishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 242 pages, 544X734. Price, $2.50. 


Although the subtitle of this book refers to it as a text-book in educa- 
tion, it merits mention in the columns of a theological journal since 
Bavinck was, as the preface says of him, a theologian-philosopher-educator, 
and hence the views which are presented in this book from his many 
writings have a thoroughly theological background, namely, that of Dutch- 
Reformed Calvinism. This appears in the fact that the entire book presup- 
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poses the governing thought of the sovereignty of God. We were obliged 
to place queries in a number of places, as when it is stated of Bavinck that 
he was “unequivocally in favor of woman suffrage in both State and 
Church” (p. 32), that “all coercion and punishment should cease” (p. 173), 
that “the Church Universal is an institution in society which has as its 
primary objective the purification of all of society from evil” (p.190), 
and elsewhere. Nevertheless there are sections of great beauty and power 
in the book, which are well worthy of careful study in these days of an 
uncertain and inadequate educational philosophy on the part of many 
educators, religious and otherwise. We are told, for example, that “true 
piety, organically united with sound knowledge and genuine culture, con- 
stitutes the fundamental aim of education. It includes the intellectual, 
emotional, volitional, moral, social, vocational, and spiritual adjustment 
of man toward a goal which is not static, but organic.” (P.135f.) Again: 
“The social function of education is essential. Justice and love, the great 
social virtues, can be learned most effectively by actual sharing of group 
responsibilities.” (P.163.) Again: “Method is the systematic, planned 
order of procedure used by the teacher to aid the learner in acquiring 
certain skills and attitudes. It must be vitalized by the spontaneity and 
creativity of the teacher’s personality to be most effective.” (P.174.) 
Again: “Education should take account of the individual in the develop- 
ment of his personality, but at the same time regard him as a member 
of society into which he must grow by continuous adjustment. Education 
is both an individual and a social process.” (P.181.) Passages of this 
kind abound throughout the book. In short, if one is studying educational 
philosophy from the Christian viewpoint, he will do well to include this 
book in his bibliography. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


The American College and University. A Human Fellowship. By 
Charles Franklin Thwing, president emeritus of Western Reserve 
University and Adelbert College. The Macmillan Company, New 
York. 244 pages, 53,8. Price, $2.25. 


Although not a theological work, Dr. Thwing’s new and valuable book 
on the American college and university merits notice among the book 
reviews of this periodical for the simple reason that the educational in- 
terests of our country figure so largely and importantly in the work of 
our Church. Our own system of parochial schools, though independent of 
State regulation, and above all our system of junior colleges, though 
having its own mold and objective, cannot be divorced from the lower 
and higher educational systems current in our country and their far- 
reaching influences. Arid certainly, no one can write better on the subject 
than an educator like Dr. Thwing, who for more than thirty years was 
president of a prominent university and besides is the author of forty books 
on education (among these: American Colleges: Their Students and Work ; 
The American College in American Life; Higher Education in America: 
A History; History of Education in the United States since the Civil War; 
The American and the German University, etc.). Among the subjects 
which Dr. Thwing treats in the present volume are: The Private Uni- 
versity; The State University; Financial Relations of the State and 
Other Universities; The Faculty; The Students; Faculty and Students; 
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The Family; The Fraternity; The Library; Athletics; Cooperation of 
Graduates; The President; The Community and the University; Sum- 
maries and Conclusions. Lack of space renders it impossible for us to 
expatiate on the principles and views which the writer establishes on these 
topics; but be it said that his profound learning, his valuable experience, 
and his lively, broad sympathies are put to the best use in his discussions. 
Of special importance is the final chapter, in which he sets forth his sum- 
maries and conclusions (not always in agreement with our own), espe- 
cially on the fellowship values which must be considered in scholastic 
circles and their extrascholastic contacts. Here the author advocates a 
syncretism which Lutheranism can never accept; for he contends that for 
the sake of the fellowship the historic religions must emphasize their com- 
mon foundations and uniting agreements and present their fundamental 
faiths in and to the American colleges in inspiring practise and formative 
influence (p.235). Speaking of the service rendered by educators, he says 
with much warmth: “It is a service for the giving of which every man 
of the college order and tradition may thank his God for the privilege 
of rendering” (p.237). Dr. Thwing’s book is one that teachers and those 
interested in education cannot ignore. J. T. MUELLER. 


Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention, Associated Lutheran Charities. 
September 10—13, 1935. St.Paul, Minnesota. 115 pages, 6X9. 
Price, $1.00. Order from Rev. J.H. Witte, 302 Tuscola Road, Bay 
City, Mich. 

This report of the last annual convention of the Associated Lutheran 


Charities is so comprehensive and many-sided that we have space to refer 
to only some of the outstanding features. The association now has a 
membership of 71 institutions, including 16 hospitals, 8 orphanages, 11 
child-welfare organizations, 22 institutional missions, 11 old people’s homes, 
and 3 educational institutions. The property owned by these organizations 
is valued at $8,764,674. Besides the customary business transactions, 
which occupy very little space, the report offers in full the eighteen ad- 
dresses and essays delivered at the four-day convention, also a summary 
of the subjects presented at the five institutes which were conducted 
in connection with the convention. Matters of vital interest were dis- 
cussed, and all who are at all interested in this work as conducted under 
the auspices of our Church will find a great deal of stimulating material 
in this volume. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Third Bulletin of Distinctive Choral Music. Selected for the Choral 
Union. 1935—1936. The Walther League, Chicago, Ill. 30 pages, 
6X9. 

The Choral Union, sponsored by the Walther League, under the leader- 
ship of a competent committee, is doing some excellent work in making 
our leaguers and other members of our Church conscious of, and familiar 
with, the rich heritage of music which is ours. This pamphlet discusses 
“Philosophy Underlying Our Music-making,” “Development of Junior 
Choirs,” “Development of Children’s Choirs,” and offers a splendid list of 
suitable anthems for the entire church-year. This undertaking deserves 
the earnest support of our whole constituency. P. E. KRETZMANN. 
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BOOKS RECEIVED. 


From the United Lutheran Publication House, Philadelphia : — 
Confirmation Candles. By Paul J. Hoh. 32 pages, 5X8. 


From the Abingdon Press, New York, Cincinnati, Chicago: — 

The Church We Love. A Book of Remembrance. A Companion for 
the Quiet Hour. A Manual of Instruction. For Every Member, Old and 
Young. By Luther E. Lovejoy. 39 pages, 4X61. Price, 25 cts. 

Challenge and Power. Meditations and Prayers in Personal and 
Social Religion. For Individual and Group Use. Praise, Prayer, and Fel- 
lowship. Compiled and edited by Wade Crawford Barclay. 207 pages, 
4Y,X6%,. Price, $1.00. 

“,.. And Peter.”’ A Short Mystery Play for Eastertide. By Phiil- 
lips Endecott Osgood. 8 pages, 6X9. Price, 15 cts. 

Christ and His Cross. By W. Russell Maltby, D. D. 174 pages, 
4Y,X7. Price, $1.50. 


From the Warner Press, Anderson, Ind. : — 
Beautiful Girlhood. By Mabel Hale. 189 pages, 5X7¥%. Price, $1.00. 
Beyond These Days. <A Book of Verse. By Albert Emerson Brown. 
79 pages, 4X6. Price, 50 cts. 
Beside Still Waters. Meditations and Prayers on the Meaning of 
Death. By Telfair L. Boesch. 32 pages, 5144,X8. Price, 25 cts. 
From Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich.: — 


Voices from Calvary. By Harry Rimmer, D.D. 142 pages, 514,X7%4. 
Price, $1.00. 


Luthertum fiir Februar bringt einen fehr lefenSwerten Wuffak von Hans 
Viermann iiber ,Naturrecdht und Kirche um die Wende de$ 18. und 19. Jahrhun- 
derts”, jodann den Schluk deS Urtifels pon Martin Dirne iiber ,,Annus Domini“ 
und die fcharffinnigen ,Randbemerfungen” von Han Sdomerus.— Das Februar: 
heft der Thevlogie der Gegenwart bringt cine Befprechung der widhtigften auf 
dem Gebicte der Kirchengefdicdte im lekten Bahr erfchienenen Literatur. 
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